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PREFACE. 


T he Performance of my Opponent having mr(}e 
its appearance, I purchaEd and peruied it with 
e-*rc\ But thotigh 1 plainly perceived, in Jtitiptcd - 
haptifm lixahiinei}^ a variety of novel ideas exprelled 
With an air of confidence \ yet, not confi dering the 
gcnerril j)rinciples on which my^*cafoning in 
haptdm Exanuned proceed?, r.r^heing in the lead fub- 
verted, nor my arguments on thoie principles ns hav- 
ing received even a phr'fihle anlwer, 1 rciblvcd to 
make no reply. Such was my nrivvavcring determi- 
nation for more than two years : and in that determi- 
nation I (hould probably have dill continued, had it 
not been for credible intelligence which llruck me as 
very extraordinary. 

A (jcntlcman in the country, who is profeJTcdly of 
the Baptift perfuafion, lent me a Lcttci : in which he 
informed me of a friendly interview that he had with 
Mr, (now Dr.) Edw’ard Williams, and of fome 
particulars which paiTed In converfatifii relative to 
Jr.tip.rd'jhaptijm Examhied, Among other tilings he 
mentioned the following: ‘Mr. Williams fakl, Mr. 
‘ Bootij conft^lpdthat his rc/7j unanswerable. 
‘ At tills I was much furpriled, and immediately afked ; 
‘ Why, then, docs not Mr. Booth dccLu\:for Infant 
‘baptifm? Mr. Williams replied ; The dthdvan^ 
‘ ta^cs attending m open declaration ofjentiments^ ten^ 
‘ dcr it inexpedient and imprudent to do Jo at all times : 

^ — or to that ciFcd/ 
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iv P R E F A C 

On reading this, was aftonillied — and 

faid within myfclf 07 what fupcrJativc excellence, in 
the eftlmate cf its author, jnuft jlntipadobaptijm 
Examined h^ pofTefled ! What a compliment he pays 
to my integrity • If my Opponent, when converfing 
with one whom he knows be an avowed can- 

not rcftraiii the ebullitions of felfgratulation, relative 
to his Performance, nor forbear exclaiming, lo triuni^ 
phe ! in what fublime flrains cf fclfcornplacency, and 
in what an ample manner, muft he exprefs himfelf, 
when converfing with his PadohapUjl Brethren ! It 
is time for me to put aii abfolute negative on his to- 
tally unfoimded a^irtion ; to chaftife his unparalleled 
vanity ; and to vindi^te jnytintegrity againft his im- 
plicit, but odious charge ! 

On this occafion the following particulars, with 
which I have met in rcfpcifable authors, occur to 
.membrance. ' Dr. Johnson: ^He that is pleafed 
* with hhnjelf^ cafily imagines he fhall pleafe others V 
Mr. CowPiiR ; 

‘ None but an author knows an author’s cares, 

* Or fanefs fondness for the child Jhe hears f 
Mr. HiCKvS : ‘They [the Roman Catholic miffion- 
‘ aries] triumph mightily in converfions which were 
‘ never made^ and converts not inJiruSied J.’ Mr. 
James Owkn : ‘ I fhould not have thought it worth 
‘ while to have anfwered [the performance of my op- 
‘ ponent,] but for the clamorous confidence*of fonic 
i —people, who reckon a book unanjwerahle^ when no 
‘ reply is made unto it §/ 

A repeated perufal of Antipadohaptijm Examined^ 
fjX front producing that ftrong convidiion of which 

S’ Beauties of Jony'ioN, Part I. p. 35. Edit. 6tb. f Poemsy 
Vol. 1. p. 67. ] i’nf/yjutinje Poperjy Title Xtll. p. 

4.J. § Evar.gdicwny Prefuce. ' 



PREFACE, V 

Dr, WittlAMS was pleafed to boaft, had an effeA 
qittte the reverfe. For the principles on which he 
endeavours to fupport Infant fprinkling are many of 
them fo novel, fo paradoxical, and fo extremely foreign 
from every idea fuggefted by the law and practice of 
baptifm, as recorded in the New Teftament; that I 
received additional confirmation of my avowed fenti- 
ments. Nay, fo far from being convinced, in the 
manner he fondly believed and raflily alTerted, 1 could 
not forbear fufpefting that even many Paedobaptifts 
themfelves, among the Dlflenters, and elpccially a- 
mong our Congregational Brethren, muft be njhamcd 
to fee their caufe defended on fuch principles, and to 
find fuch efFeils attributed to baptiTm, as various of 
thofe with which they meet in* Antipadohaptijin Ex^ 
amineA 

Though I have not the leaft expectation of what is 
contained in the following pages, being <x)nfidered by 
Dr. Williams as unanfwerable \ and though, being 
firmly perfuaded that an upright Paedobaptift is more 
worthy of efteem than a hypocritical Baptill, I do not 
fo much as wijh for any fuch conviction taking place 
in his mind, except he were to avow and a£t u^on it; 
yet I have endeavoured to convince him, and to pro- 
duce a confeffion, that I am not a Psedobaptift incog. 
Yes, I have made fome exertions in order to prove, 
that I am not ^ enamoured’ with Antipadobaptijm Ex- 
amined^^zt I am no more convinced by the force 
of my Opponent’s arguments, than I am charmed 

^ As the expre(f ons. Infant fprinkling, wherever they ocair 
in this Deftnccj arc ufeti merely by way of diftin£b‘on, and not 
cif contempt ; fo the terms Psido-pjjttffm, and Infant baptif/n^ 
arc employed incompliance wi’^h geiitrul cuftom ; and not bc- 
caufc the author contiders an intent as buptized, on whom water 
has been folemnly poured or iprinkled, 

a z with^ 



yi P R E P A C E. 

^ith the tncxiefty of his prctenfions, die conliftency 
©f his fentimentS) th^ perfplcuity of his meaning, the 
accurrxy of his language, or the elegance of his com- 
pofttion : on all which I have made fome animadver- 
fions that would certainly have been fpared, even 
though I had thought proper to write a Defence^, if he 
had not confidcred me as captivated with his Perfor- 
mance*. But whether, after all my endeavours, 1 
lhall be fo happy as thoroughly to convince him that 
I am ft ill, ex animo^ a Baptift, is to. me uncertain. 

Elevated with joy as Dr. Williams may be, in 
«Xpc£lationof his Book powerfully fupporting the caufe 
' of Infant fprinklfli^, and of its making a multitude of 
converts . to that caufc ; yet^ my zealous Opponent, 
Mr, PiRiE, evidently dcfpairs of any exertions what- 
ever proving efF<:£lual for that plirpofe. Thus he 
/peaks : ‘ It is highly probable that the Baptift-ideas 
* will prevaihf.’ — rhis, to us, is pleafing intelligence : 
and I mull acknowledge myfelf inclined to the fame 
opinion, though not on the fame grounds. Becaufc, 
in the rcafons alligned by him for that perfuafion, 
there is a fiagnmt mifreprejentation of our fentiments, 
relativb to the importance and utility of haptifmr^a 
inifreprefentation fo palpably grofsy that 1 am aftonifli- 
cd how an autiior of his refpoitablc charailer coiijd 
be fo inadvertent, v/hen writing againft ‘ Meflrs. M"" 
‘Lean and Booth.’ 

It has gcneially been confidereJ as unfair, for any 
polemical author to animadvert upon the firjl Edition 
of a book, if an improved Impreftion of the fene work 
had made its appearance time enough to have been 

* Luthfh, when writimr aivund Kln:^ IIknoiy the Righth, 
fnys^ *Non mihi, led hbi iiuputjt Rex Hi^nkk us, U durius et 
aibcrius a itjc tra'tarus fucrit.’ O/^ra. Tom. II. fol. 333. 
Witeberg. 1^62. f p. 

‘ 3 ’ coufult- 



PREFACE. vii 
confiilted Now though Dr. Williams inform 
us, that the ‘ former part’ of his Work was ^ fent into 
‘ the prefs’ before the fecond Edition of Padobaptlfm 
Examined came out f; yet, in the fecond Volume of 
his Performance, he might have regarded the Improv- 
ed Lnpreflion of my book. — It is very obfervable, 
that though the enlarged Edition of Ptcdchapiifm Ex» 
a 7 nincd was publiflied about fix months before Mr. 
Elliot’s Dipping not appeared ; yet> from 

the latter^ my Opponent could find an opportunity of 
introducing a long quotation in the body of his Work J: 
while not a tittle appears, from the corrected Impref- 
fion of my book, as matter of anijpadverfion, except a 
few particulars in his appendix* An indication, this, 
that he was not quite fo d*efirous of doing juftice, 
either to me §, or to our caufe,as he was of obtaining 
what he denominates a concejjton from the late Mr. 
Elliot, under tlic charader of an Antipadobapiifi^ 
Widely as I differ from Dr. Williams, refpedt- 
ing tiie mode, the fubje£t, and the utility of baptifm; 
uncandid, as I think, fomc of his refledlions upon the 
Baptifts ; and obnoxious to fevere aniniadvcrfion, as I 
confider a number of particulars in his Performance; 
yet, for his profelfed refpedtful regard to my charac- 
ter II, I fincerely acknowledge myfdf obliged. 

London^ Aug. ift. 1792. A. BOOTH. 


* See Dr. W atf r l a > 7 T>’s Second Defence of^^fcries^ p. 4 1 2 . 
Mr. Hi kvi.y'.s V'Ji^ctn Lf-tiers 10 Mr. J. Wlsi.ey, p. 
t Preface, p. iv. VoL iJ. p. 119 — 13c. § See this 0 <?- 

3 & Preface, p. ix. Vol. JI. p, 

4 » 7 * 
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A DEFENCE 
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P-^DOBAPTISM EXAMINED, 


CHAPTER T. 

Concerning the Title of Dr. WiLLlAMs’s Book^ his 
Profejftonsj and his Conduct vi^ative to this 

D r. Williams having called his book, Jntipcs* 
dobaptifm Examined^ as a counter title to mine, 
it is natural to enquire, why he did not, add j On the 
Principles^ Coyicejfions^^ and Rcafonings of the imji 
learned Antipadohaptijls ? Having reverfed the lead- 
ing term, in the title of my book ; and profelling to 
give it 2ifull reply; it might have been expected that 
the title of his performance would have been ifpcrfeil 
contraft to mine. It might alfo have been juftly cx- 
pe£led, that he would prefent his reader, under each 
branch of the general fubjeef, with a number of fuch 
quotatiouj from the writings of Baptifts, as would 
(to ufe^an elegant phrafe of his own) have been 
'‘plump againft*' themfelves. For though the pub- 
lications of Baptifts are very few, in comparifon with 

* Exiw?, Vol. IT.p. 70. N. B, For the fake of bre- 
vity, 1 Ihall, in the follo\vin<r '''hen qiiotint< the Ihiok on, 

which I animadvert, mention only ?\L I, or VcL II. and the 
number of the page. 
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thofe 


t ' , The Title of Dr. JV'$ Book., [Chap. L 
thofe of Paedobaptifts ; yet, had the authors of our 
perfuafion been divided among tliemfelvcs, with refer- 
ence to the fubjecSI: befoi*e us, their printed works are 
fufficiently numerous to have furniflied my opponent 
with a confiderable number of quotations, upon the 
pLiJi of Pa^dobaptifm Examined. 

To what then was it owing, that Dr. W. did not 
avail himfelf of ‘ principles, conceffions, and reafon- 
‘ ings’, contained in the writings of Baptifts, when pro- 
fefledly contending with them, and when anfwering a 
book intended to fliow that P:edobaptifts are ex- 
tremely inconfiftent with themfclvcs ? Was it becaufe 
he was quite averfe to confront them witli their own 
words, arid to confute them on the ground of their 
own conce/Iions ? That is to die laft degree impro- 
bable : bccaufc it is ttianifcft from various inftances, 
to be remarked in their proper place, that he did not 
want an inclination to have availed himfelf of the 
argn7ncntu7n qd ho7ninem. Was it bccaufc he con- 
fidered the Baptifls as being, of all Chriilian pro- 
fefibrs, the mod harmonious in their theological views, 
and the mod confident with themfelves ; fo that it 
would have been in vain to feek for a difference of 
fentim«nt among them, relative to any article, of im- 
portance ? Were that the cafe, it would be a drong 
prefumption in our fovour, and much to our credit. 
But this honour Dr. W. is extremely far from allow- 
ing us : for he reprefeiits the Baptids as being, ^ per- 
<1iaps more than any other denomination of Chridians 
‘divided about the import’ of our Lord’s ‘command, 
‘ Gc~preach the Gofpel to every creature In regard 
to which, he exhibits them to the public, as ‘ perpe- 
‘ tually clafhing’ one with anotlier^. Was it, then, 

Vol. U, 403, 404. 

‘ perpe- 



Chap. I.J his Profejfions^ and his Condu^. J 
« perpetually clafhing’ as they are about fome other 
particulars, that he could perceive fcarcely any thing 
in their publications which has the appearance of in- 
confiftency with their avowed fentiments and praftice, 
relative to the mode and fubjeft of baptifm ? This is, 
apparently, the faft ; and it is greatly to the reputa- 
tion of their caufe, coafidercd as Baptijis. For it is 
a prefumptive evidence that their views and condudl:, 
in regard to baptifm, proceed on a folid foundation- 
on plain fcriptunil principles> contained in precepts 
and precedents. 

Severe, therefore, as my opponent's refledfion upon 
us manifcftly is, with reference to foine other par- 
ticulars ; it furniilies an inference e:ftremely favour- 
able to our caufc, in refpedt of, baptifm. For is it 
fuppofablc that fuch claihing mortals, as, according 
to Dr. W.’s reprefentation, the Baptiits are ; fhould 
be fo confiftent, and fo harmonious, refpedling the 
baptifnral rite, if they did not proceed on a good 
foundation ? So confiftent and fo harmonious are the 
Baptifts, relative to the ordinance under difciiffion, 
that our zealous opponent has not produced, from 
their publications of any fort, fo much as one dy edt 
concciiion, that is by natural and fair conftrudtion 
iulniical to their own pradlice. No, not f<'> much as 
a injhince has he produced of their admitting, 
that the rite in queftion is any thing ftiort of a iblemn 
immtruon ; that it was ever adininiftercd, by the 
Apoftlcs, in any other manner ; that the Apoftlcs, or 
a])oftQlic men, ever baptized any that were naturally 
incapable of making a perlbnal profeffion repent- 
ance and faiths or that they deliberately avow any 
principles which, in their neceJTary confequenccs, arc 
inimical to their owm fentiments and pradiice refpcdl- 
B z ing 
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ing baptifm. Hence the reader may juftly conclude, 
that ‘ principles, conccffions, and reafonings’, in fa- 
vour of Paedobaptifm, were extremely hard to be pro- 
cured, by Di\ W., frqm the writings of BaptiAs : 
even while he could eafilyhuve produced an immenfe 
number of iuconfiftencies, relating to other articles oi^ 
doftrine and of practice, from thofe ‘perpetually 
‘ clafliing’ authors. 

It feems therefore that, with regard to baptifm, We 
are tolerably well agreed among ourfelvcs. For, had 
our fentiments and language, refpecling the mode and 
fubjeft of that ordinance, been remarkably difeordant, 
it is highly probable that the title of Dr. W,"s book 
would have run».thus : Antipa:dobaptifm Examined, on 
the Principles, Co7iccfion5, and Reafoniny^s, of Jntipn'- 
dnhaptifts ; with whatever elfe tlie author might have 
thought proper. — None can doubt, but my opponent 
would have tranferibed a number of teftimojiics and 
concelTionsJ in favour of Ini'mt fprinkling, had he 
found them in the writings of llantifls; with much 
more pleafure than he did thofe which he has produ- 
ced from tlic woj ks of Paedobaptilrs. I cannot forbear 
iufj){j.(3iug, therefore, that when he concluded to an- 
fwer Padobapiifm Examined, it muft have been a little 
mortifyijig for him to find, that he could not, with 
any appearance of propriety, reverfe the ivbole litle of 
my book, to make it ‘ phnnp againft’ me. I'his, per- 
haps, may be confidered by foine readers *s a prefump- 
tive evidence, that his performance is not a ^fnll rc- 
^ ply’ to mine : to which particular I muft, howcvei*, 
hereafter advert. 

"Fhe profejjlons^awd conduct of my opponent, in the 
management of this controverfy, dclervc. regard. 
When, in a certain paflage, he is obferved to denomi- 
nate 
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nate his work a ^ humble attempt one is led to fup- 
pofe that the eftimate he formed of his own abilities, 
as an author, was far from being high, or afluming: and, 
thiit no airs of fdf-importancey that no conrident, 
overbearing language^ would appear in the courfe of 
"his undertaking. But, notwithftandiiig this, Dr. W. 
frequently, and in variety of ftyle, gives plain indica- 
tions of fuperior confidence. When refleiSBng on 
various particulars, to be introduced in a following 
paragraph, I cannot forbear fufpe£ting, that we have 
an early fpecimen of the good opinion he entertains of 
his own abilities, in the choice of his motto, which 
runs thus ; ‘ /fTien I had waited — 1 faid^ I will an- 
^ fiver alfo my part ^ I a Ifo will Jhew mme opinion.' That 
Elihu, in fo exprciling himfell^ aCled quite in cha-* 
raster, and that he fpake the words of truth and foher* 
nefs^ 1 have no doubt. For he was raifed up of God, 
and well qualified, to perform the part of a moderator 
between Job and his three friends. Buf thefc words, 
from the pen of my opponent, feem to have the ap- 
pearance of felf-importance. After quoting a paflage 
from Dr. Gill, he pronounces it a ‘ curious piece of 
‘ dogmatifmf ’ : and I am very much inclined to^think, 
that the words of Elihu, as applied by Dr. W. to 
himfelf, may be juftly pronounced a curious piece of 
egotifm. For he no fooner enters on the ftage of con- 
troverfy than, demanding audience from the difpu- 
tants on b8th fides, thofe afluming monofyllables, /, 
MV, and •mine, make the mofl: confpicuous figure in 
what he fiiys. / waited — I faid — I will anfwcr — / 
alfo — MY part — mine opinion. In the words of my 
opponent, it may be afked, ^ Well, reader, what fay 
‘ you to this J V Did you ever, fee a more curious piece 


♦ Vol. ir. 161. t Vol. IF. ! Vol. T. 
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oi egotipn? Might not his readers juftly demand 
* Who is this great and very important /, that fpeaks 
‘ in fuch an oracular manner, and fummons the public 
‘attention to his decifion of that controverfy on 
‘which he is beginning to write? We — they might 
‘add — we readily allow him, when lifting under a 
‘certain charafter, to fj)eak ex cathedra \ but, v/hen 
‘ addrefiing the public, to aifume the air of one tliat 
‘ fpeaks ex tripodc^ is far from treating us with due i e- 
‘peft.’ It is not ci'cdible, I conceive, that Dr. W. 
would have thus announced himfelf to the public, if 
he had not confidcred his performancie as uncommonly 
‘excellent. — Speaking of the writers for, and againft, 
Infant baptifm, W. fays : ‘ I perceive that the 
‘ champions on the one fide arc by no means agreed 

■ ‘ upon this queftion. On what is the right of infant $ 
‘ to baptifm founded ? And thofe, on the other know 
‘ very well how to avail themfclves of the fa£t 
Feelingly apprehenfive of confequcnces, and zealous 
for the honour of Pjcdobaptifm, he therefore, makes a 
‘ humble attempt,’ in fupport of the endangered caufe ; 
and thus, in cfFcft, he introduces it: Hear now^ O ye 
champions^ and regard my decifive opinion / 

Further : As my opponent, fpcaking in His motto, 
implicitly declares, that the contents of jlntipecdobap^ 
tifrn Examined have an uncommon claim on the public 
attention ; fo, toward the conclufion of that work, he 
exprefsly avows his confidence of the performance ob- 
taining divine acceptance, ‘as a Defence of Truth — 

‘ a work of faith and labour of love f.’ He feems alfo 
ftill to retain the very high opinion he originally had 
of his Book, and to confider it as being in great eftima- 
tion with the public. This appears by his propofals, 

; Mr. MoRRich’s Social RcHg, Korc, p, 6S. f Yol. II. 347. 
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recently publiflied*, for printing another work: in 
which propofals he fubjoins to his name, ‘ Author 
^ OF Antip-^idobaptism Examined.* A plain 
indication this, that he confiders his being the writer 
of that performance as procuring celebrity to his 
name, and as being a ftrong recommendation of any 
other work that he may offer to the public. Every 
theological author, however, is not warranted thus to 
announce his own importance in a motto ; thus to be 
aflured that God accepts his book, as a ivork of faith 
and labour of love ; and thus to be gratified with the 
public approbation. 

The authoritative language of Elihu, when appear- 
ing as moderator between Job ancf his three cenfori- 
ous friends, is highly arrreeable to my opponents : for 
Mr. Alexander Pirie, who honoured Padobap^ 
iifm Examined with fomc remarks, has chofen the 
following words of that cclcbiated Ancient, as his 
motto : ^ Great men are not always wife — Therefore 
‘ Ifatd^ Hearken to ME; I also will shew 
* THEE MINE OPINION Thus both my zealous 
oppofers announce their opinions to the public, with 
the folemn confcquence of an Elihu ! But, ora- 
cular as each of them appears in his motto, the opi- 
nion of Mr. PiRiE, and that of Dr. W., cannot both 
be infallible ; bccauPe, in various rcfpects, they con- 
tradiiS one another. 

Again. :*Dr. W., in thccourfe of his reafoning, fre- 
quently exprefTes himfelf like one tint is confident of 
his own argumentative abilities, I'his he tiers by 
propofing, not merely to prove^ but (wliieh liui 
higheft kind of proof) to demonstrate J a ['rear 

* On the cover of the Mo??;h!y Re-ju'zcy for Au^uR, i 79.1. 

f Al'pendix to DiJ^rlai. o'l Bap. Pc.tlY, 1707. 

} Yol. I. 3$, 77, 199. Y^ol. II. 8. 
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variety of particulars. Yes, and left any thr^igh in- 
attention or ovcrfight, fhould fufpeft my opponent 
of having promifed'more than is performed; he at 
every turn reminds his reader, that he has demon- 
ftratcd the article which was under difcuflion Re- 
fpcSiing which I /hall at prcfcnt only fay, with Dr. 
W ATERLASD ; ^ Demonfff 'at ions a re good th ingSy 
* but fometimes very hard to come at f With Le 
Clerc ; ^ Men are apt to believe what they defire; 

‘ and the weakefl' reafons which perfuadc them, appear 
‘ like demonjlrations And, with Mr. Bonnet ; 
many authors ‘ are continually fpeaking of demonjira’- 
‘ tion ; but obferves, that ‘ it were better to promife 
‘ lefs : this methJd creates, and merits more corifi- 
‘ dence The following, and fimilar ^xprelfions> 
are frequently ufed by Dr. W. / affirm— I fcruple 
not to affiert—I am hold to fay^—we are bold to affirnt— 

I maintain— 1 infiji^that I deny—md^ I ahfolutefy 

deny ||. 

_ My opponent, in his Notes on Mr. Morrice’s 
Social Religioriy fpeaks of Champions for the right of 
infants to baptifrn ff ; and, on another occafion, he 
talks <tf < polemic champions’ being feen ‘ hectoring 
‘ one another*^.’ Let my reader confider the fubfe- 
quent expre/fions, and then judge whether our author 
does not afTume the airs of a ^ heftoring champion,’ 
and of a martial hero, rather than thofe of a perfon 


Vol; L 9 ^ 20., Z20, 227, 319, 362. Vol. II. i;9, 200, 

Tx? p- 482. Edit. 3d. 

J in WATrKLA vi) s Ivipvrtoncc of Iha. if 7 rhi. p. i;i6. 
Edit, zd, § a>id Cult ml Inquiries concerning Cbri~ 

Mnily, Preface, p. r, xi. || A ol. I. jyj, ,^6 -oo, 

VoLU X64. Vol. r xu;. Vol. IJ. VoLI.t., T^’tov. 
VoL II. 10, 25 1 Vr!. 1 [. 162, 1 74. f] Page 68. ** Lener to 
j aif si LY, ruojnincd to Hill Vol. of Abruh, of T)x. Owen’s 
iSxpqfit, of Epijfle to Jrhb, 
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who pofel&s only to mzkt ^ ^ humble attempt/~Af- 
ter having faid enough, as he fuppofes, to confute his 
opponents, he adds ; < We fhall, ex abundartti^ take ak- 
^ OTHER TURN WITH THEM NowisilOt this 
language more becoming the lips of a brawny athle- 
tic, than the pen of a fober difputantl The former, 
hzving given his zntSLgonid z foily z£ls entirely in chz-* 
ra'ifer when he ftruts about on the ftage, and, with an 
air of triumph fays, I will take another TURN with 
him ; but, for a theological difputant, in the courfe of 
a * humble attempt,’ to adopt fuch language, is very 
extraordinary. — After having politely charged us with 
being * impertinently inimrical’ to what he confiders as 
reafonable and right, he fays; ‘ Tfieir favourite terms, 

* pofitive lawy and, apojlolic example^ — are a two-edged 
^ fwordy which they brandijh ivith great parade^ and 

* with which they pretend to do great execution ; [but] 

* let us now fee whether this weapon may not be 
‘ wrefted out of their hands f Dr. \V. having pro- 
duced one of our objeftions to his own hypothefis, 
though there be not a word in it, even as exprefled by 
himfelf, that breathes a martial fpirit, immediately 
adds: ‘ To face cannon, however formidable, 
‘ wc venture to plant ajiother J.’ Then he introduces 
a number of fhort extracts from Pitdobaptifm Exa- 
?ninedy in the following manner ; ^ The mercenary 
^forces they [the Baptifts] place in front mnik be fuch 
^ as thel^ After producing which, he fpeaks of 
‘ theirVholc collective force from van to rearf ^nd 
then he threatens — Alas, for tiie poor Baptifts ! what 
muft become of them ! — then he threatens, in the 

ry of his martial indignation, ‘ to confronty to breaky 
‘ and to rout the boafted fophiftical phalanx j].’ Nay, 

Vui. J. 172. f w. 1 . 52. X Voi. I. 280. § VqI. r. 
20a. y v«i. 1, 2C4, ^05. 
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his polemical prowefs increafes, and his heroifm rifes 
to the higheft pitch ; for he boldly ‘ challenges the 

* whole CORPS of Antipaedobaptifts ‘ Well, reader, 
^ what fay you to this Is it not in the high martial 
ftyle, and in the true fpirit of a ^ hectoring cham- 

* pion ?’ 

Dr. W., I obferve, confiders himfelf, with reference 
to various important particulars, as polTeffing much 
more prudence, caution, and acumen, than the gene- 
rality of Paedobaptift authors before him have done. 
Thus, for inftancc, when handling the fubjeft of Po^ 
Jitive Injiitutlons^ he fays : * The Pasdobaptifts in ge-^ 

* neral have tamely fubmitted to this pofition, Baptifin 

* and the Lord^s fiJ^pper are pofitive injiitutions^ in its 
‘ moft abfolute and undiftinguilhed fenfe, as a maxim 

* not to be controverted ; and the Antipiedobaptifts 

* arc, doubtlefs, much obliged to us for this piece of 
< complaifance, as it is evidently the main pillar of 
^ their caufe, and the armour in which they truft 
—Again : ‘ The abufe of terms, is notorioufly cxem- 

* plified ill the word covenant — It muft be acknow- 
‘ ledged that many Padohaptiji writers have been 

* EXTRjgMELY UNGUARDED ill this particular, which 
‘ has afforded no fmall handle to the oppofite party J.* 
—Once more : ‘ If the above reprefentation of the 

* nature and defign of this ordinance be juft, it may 
‘ contribute to vindicate the right ufe of two very im- 
‘ portant terms commonly employed in the ebntrover- 
‘ fy, liable to abufe, and, may I not add, very sel- 
‘ DOM EXPLAINED in a confiflent manner? I mean 

* the terms feal and covenant. Hardly any thing more 
‘ common in explaining the nature of baptifm than 

* fome fuch phrafe as this. It is a ftgn and seal of the 

^ Vol. I. 406. t Vol. I. 34. i Vol. I. iS. 

^gofpel 



Chap, L] hU Profejpons^ and his ConduEi. ii 
‘ covenant : and the authority iifuaily urged in 

‘ favour of this application of the word fealy is — Ro- 
‘ mans the fourth and eleventh. Waving a particu- 
‘ lar difcuilion of the many Jirangc things this notable 
‘ pallage has been made to fpeak^ and the ahfurd de~ 
‘ (luftions following thereupo i; I would obferve, that 
‘ the chief, if not the only fource of thef: miftakes, 
‘ has been owing to the want of a proper attention to 
‘ tlie diherent ufes of /.Wx among the ancients, in coa- 
‘ nedfion with the different acceptations of the term 
^ covenant 

The generality of Pnedobaptift authors, it f3ems,botIi 
at home and abroad, when profcdedly defending the 
right ofinfants to baptifm, have be.^i a ktorignoramiifes 
— fuch ig noram ufes, that it would be hard to find, in 
the whole hiffory of controvcrfics, any fail of a fimilar 
kind and of equal extent. For here, according to Dr. 
W., we behold, with few exceptions, a learned and 
numerous clafs of poleimical writers tamely furrender •. 
ing that very principle^ which is the ‘ main pillar" of 
their opponents’ caufe, and ^ the armour in which 
^ they trull.’ Idfis the Faedobaptifts, from time imrnc- 
moi'ial, have done — Simpletons as they were — witli- 
out iijceiSty, without a contelt, and without com- 
plaint! — Nay, fo extremely unfkiiful have they been, 
in defending tlieir f)\yn cauie, that, in lame infianco'^, 
when they have not ‘tamely’ given up, but faithfully 
retained/an important principle, or a pertinent text, 
they have faid fuch ‘ fi range things’ upon it, and the 
natural deductions have been fo ‘ abfurcl,’ as rather lo 
difgrace and wound, than to fupport, PiTedobeptifn. 
d’hiis have they proceeded, flir a long couife of time, 
while poor Picdobaptifmlay bleeding under their un- 
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fkilful hands ! Yet fuch a ^ latent myftery’ was there 
in their miftakes, and fo remote was it from the ken 
of common underftandings; that only Dr. W., and 
perhaps ‘ a few more geniufes, fuperior in penetration 

* to many of the moft eminent that ever filled the pro- 
« felTor's chair, or adorned the Proteftant pulpit,’ have 
been able to detect the pernicious blunders. It was, 
therefore, high time for Dr. W. to arife, to anfwer 
bis part^ and to Jhew his opinion ; that Paedobaptifts 
might be delivered from their miftakes, and Paedobap- 
tifm refeued from impending ruin. 

Mr. PiRiE a!fo confidcrs himfclf as having a 
claim to originality, and to fhare, with Dr. W., the 
honour of deteSiinfmvttex^ic miflakes among Pjedo- 
baptifts, in the management of their common caufe. 
For thus he fpeaks, refpefting his own performance: 

* The novelty of fome ideas, and their oppofition to 

* the fentiments of many refpe<5table writers in the Par- 
‘ dobaptift line, may tend to render this work lefs po- 

* pular — Mr. Booth has quoted a multitude of cehbra^ 

* ted authors^ all agreeing with you, [Mr. McLean] 

* on the whole, in your .ideas of the Abrahamic cove- 

* nant ?*nd its token. Error, however, cannot plead 

* prefeription ; nor can all the writings in the world 
^ change a falfehood into truth — The truth is, this mat- 
‘ ter hitherto has been altogether mijlaken. I have cx- 
‘ amrned all the arguments produced by Baptifts, and 

* filf^iticonjijient Paedobaptifts*.’ — How uncommonly 
happy for Pasdobaptifin, that a couple of Authors, 
poffeftcd of fuch acumen, and of fuch caution, ftiould 
arife about the fame time, and ftand up in its defence ! 
But how deplorable muft be my fituation, and that of 
the caufe which I efpoufe, confidering that they both 


Pref. p. vii. p. iiS, 122, 166. 
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unite againft me ! However, as Dr. W. himfelf (for* 
getting that he was writing a Treatife^ and not a Let^ 
ter to tne ) has dropped a cheering word, and faid; ‘ Sir, 
< let not this difcourage you*’, I fliall proceed. 

Dr. W,, then, profefl'es a ftrong defire of promot- 
ing love and peace^ between our Paedobaptift Brethren 
and us. Thus he exprefles himfelf: ‘ I fhould be 

* very forry if what is advanced in the following Exa* 
‘ mination, fhould in any meafure violate the facred 

* bond of Chriftian charity and friendlhip that fubfifts 
‘ between me and, in this inllance, my differing brc- 

* thren ; with feveral of whom I wifh to preferve and 

* cultivate a fraternal affedtion — How happy fhould I 

* be if my humble attempt fhould procure me— the 
‘ honour of peace-maker among brethren — This work 
‘ was not undertaken or profecuted, with a view to 

* fofter a party-fpirity but to promote the union of 
‘ Chriftians and, near the conclufion of his book, 
he calls it a ‘ charitable effort to leflen ‘rather than in- 

* creafe the difference between [Paedobaptifts and] 
« us t’. 

Let us now fee whether the condiicSt of Dr, W. 
be quite agreeable to his affeftionate, his gentle, and 
his pacific profeilions ; of which the reader may judge, 
by the following particulars. He farcaftically repre- 
fents me, ^ and a few more geniufesy as pofTefSng 
‘ fuperior penetration,’ He charges us with making 
an ‘ inji^xible oppofition’ to Infant baptifm ; and our 
principles, with being ^ unreafonabUy unferipturaly and 
‘ highly uncharitable,’* He calls us ‘ the rigid votaries 
^ of plunging.’ He denominates immerfion, as prac- 
tifed by us, ‘ the badge of parties and carnal divifions 
‘ in the church;’ and ‘ the diftinguifhing mode of a 

' Vol. I. 7. t Prtf. p. ix. Vol. II. 161, 347, 409, 
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‘ SECT.’ He pronounces our views of pofitive infti- 
. tutions, nearly ‘ allied to the intereft of genuine higo^ 
‘ try j’ and our fentiments, relative to immerfion, as 
^genuinely Popijl)* — as ^ firft planted by a pharifaic 
‘ hand’ — as ‘ watered by the hand of bigoted fin- 
^ guiarity — and as ‘ the line of bigotry.^ Nay, — moft 
admirable turn of thought, and choice of expreffion ! — 
he fays ; ‘ The Baptifts — unwarrantably screw the 

< initiating rite in the vice of bigotry.^ What, reader, 
could pofTibly have been imagined, more fine in itfelf, 
or more friendly to us ! He maintains, that ^to ex- 

* elude fprinkliiig or pouring as a nullity, comes little 
‘ fhort of the uncharitable rigor, and unwarrantable 

* zeal, of thofe who hold’ the neceffity of baptifm to 
falvation. Alluding to tfie words of Paul, whenaddrelT- 
ing the Athenians, he exclaims; ‘ Ye Antipsedobap- 
‘ tifts, we perceive that in all thefe things ye are too 
« fuperjlitious.^ He implicitly charges me with feek- 
ing occafion to ^ cavil and, apparently, with a de- 

ftgned ‘ mifreprefentation’ of thofe Pjcdobaptift authors 
whom I quote. He reprefents my principles, relative 
to baptifm, as little, if at all better, than thofe of Po- 
pery. the one be Scylla, the other is Charybdis ; 

‘ the remedy is little better than the difeafe. ‘ His hy- 

< pothefis, indeed, may cut off the excrefcencc of fa- 

* perftition, but inffead of healing the wound, it will 
‘ leave behind, as the inevitable effedl, the gangrene 
‘ higotry.^ He charges me with ‘ fetting the Paedo- 

* baptifts together by the ears by which, it is proba- 
ble, feme heads have been broken, and fome blood has 
been fpilt. l^hat the quarrelling Paedobaptifts might 
not be wanting of good company, he reprefents the 
Baptifts as being, ‘ perhaps, more than any other deno- 

* mination of Chriftians — divided about the import’ of 
a certain command, and as perpetually ‘ claihing’ one 

with 
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with another^ concerning the performance of a partis 
cuJar duty 

S uch is the language of my opponent, refpetSling my- 
felf and my Baptift brethren ! Now, reader, are you 
not furprifed, are you not greatly charmed, with that 
benignity of temper, that politenefs of expreffion, and 
that pacific, uniting, healing fpirit, which Dr. W. has 
difeovered toward the Baptifts ? Extremely grieved , 
to think, how deftitute we are of brotherly affeeSHon 
for Paedobaptifls ; and knowing the reiterated impu- 
tation of bigotry to be a fpecijic for tliat difeafe ; he 
plies us with it in a plentiful manner. Nothing, fure-. 
]y, could be more agreeable, to his profeilions of can- 
dour and love ; or more fuitable Co promote thofe 
amiable tempers in us ; than founding in our ears, 
GENUINE BIGOTRY — BIGOTED SINGUL ARITY— - 
LINE OF BIGOTRY VICE OF BIGOTRY GAN- 

GRENE OF BIGOTRY ! We thank him for his mofl: 
prudently kind regards, and will endeaVbur to derive 
advantage from die falutary medicine that he has given 
us j of which he certairdy has adminiftered a quantum 
fiifficit. 

It might, perhaps, beconfidcred by Mr. P15.IE* as 
a token of difrcfpect for his charaftcr and perform- 
ance, were I entirely to overlook the polite and friend- 
ly manner in which he alfo has treated us. 7 'he fol- 
lowing particulars may ferve as a fj^ccimen. ‘ The 
‘ moment ^hefe people are dipped in water, they too 
‘ often Jhht their eyes againji the light of truth — TO ' 
‘ BE OPENED NO MORE : whilc the ear can liften with 
‘ attention to nothljig, but the cry of the party^ 

‘ Plunge and be saved.^ He reprefents us as 

A' 1 . II, 404. Vol. I. 202, 401. VoL II. 184, 160, i 3 ^, 
Vo!, I. gj. Vol. 11 . 176, 1S9, 1S4. X79, iSo. J54. Vol. i. 
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'maintaining error, that * blafphemes the conduA of 

* Chrift and his Apoftles and calls our oppofition 
to ‘fprinkling or pouring, — blafphemy againft the 

< words of the Holy Ghoft. What,' fays he, ‘ fliall 

* we think of a fet of puny mortals, who can fct 
‘ their mouth againft the heaven in their blafphem-- 
^ ous talk, treating with fcorn and ridicule the lan- 

* guage of the divine Spirit? How long ye fools, 
^ will you love fcorn ing !’ He charges us with talking 

< idle gibberift and fiys, ‘ I know no fet of people 

< fo inconfiftent as [the] Baptift- writers^.’ — On thefe 
extrafts I leave my reader to form his own judgment ; 
only remarking, that Mii Pirie does not pretend, fo 
fer as I have obftrved, to aim at promoting love and 
peace betwecji the Pae«:lobaptifts and us. 

To conftitute a triumvirate, I will juft mention Mr. 
W. Lewelyn; who denominates baptifm, as admi- 
niftered by us, ^The bond and feed of perdition.^ Who 
exclaims, ^ O infant haters, bloody priefts of Moloch, 
‘ look in their faces and tremble !' Who declares, ‘ I 

* look upon their [the Baptifts'] church, to be far 

* more guilty and barbarous than that of ancient Mo- 

* lod^himfelff.' ^ 

This being fublimely pcrfetfl:,y//^ more, I make no 
remark upon it, but return to Dr. Williams ; who, 
pofleffing fiich a fund of benevolence toward the Bap- 
tifts, and abhorring every thing that has in the leaft 
degree a tendency to widsn the breach between us and 
our Paedobaptift Brethren ; complains of fome expref- 
fions in my book, as being cenforious, unfriendly, and 
indecent At this I was a little furprifed ; not merely 
becaufe I did not recolleS: any ground for fuch a charge, 

* Apprhd)Xy Pref. p. vi. p. 1S9, 190. 189. 171. 
f Dod.of Bap, Voi. IILp. 8^, 124, ^25. Lcomiuller, 1790. 


at 



Chap. L] his Profejfms^ and his ConduSf. 17 
at leaft in the fecond Edition ; but alfo becaufe he 
himfelf had long before declared, that < Mr. Booth’s 
‘ Padohaptifm Examined — difcovers a confiderahle de^ 

* gyee of good temper But, let us hear his 
complaints ; and, if juft, make our acknowledgments. 
Thus, then, for example : ‘Our opponents infift, that 
‘ what has been fo often urged, [in defence of Pjedo- 
‘ baptifm,] is not conclufive; and modestly affirm, 

‘ it is only calculated to catch the eye of a fnperficial 
‘ obfervcr Now here is a charge of difrefpeftftil 
and indecent language, relative to Paedobaptifts ; as 
if I had pronounced them all ‘ fuperficial obfervers.* 
But this is a grofs miftake- For the phrafe, fuperfi^ 
cial ohferver^ is connected, both iii grammar and in 
lenfe, with the preceding expreffions, ‘ formidable ap- 

* pearance and I am there ipeaking of the fuppofed 
numerous ‘ evidences’ in favour of Infant fprinkling. 
Now, in whofe eye do thofe evidences appear formid- 
able? In that of a Baptift, or of a‘ Paedobaptift ? 
Not the latter, fiirely; for no Paedobaptift was ever 
yet frightened^ by feeing what he confidered as a great 
number of evidences in defence of his own caufe. It 
was, therefore, of the more uninformed Bapti^s^ that 
the offenfive expreffions, ‘ fuperficial obfervers,’ were 
manifeftly ufed — Dr. W. himfelf fpeaks of my 
numerous quotations making ‘ a formidable appear- 
‘ ance and of Mr. T ombes, as being a ‘ redoubtable 
‘ antagojfift §.* Formidable — redoubtable* To whom? 
The Pidobaptifts, doubtlefs, and to them only : the 
reverfe of which is equally manifeft in the cafe before 
us. Yet my opponent, once, a fecond, and even a 

* Nofeon Morrice's Social- Rel'ig. p. 69. f Vol. I. 232. 
J See the palTagc at large, Padobap, Exam, p. 449, 450. Edit, 
fird. Or, Antipad. Exam. Vol. I, 9, xo. § Vol. I. 18, 19. 
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third time, refers to the words, ‘ a fuperficial obferver/ 
as if they contained an indecent cenfure on our Paedo- 
baptift Brethren * ! A plain proof, that when Dr. 
W. does *fhew his opinion,’ it is not always to be 
regarded as demonftration. 

Taking occafion, in the fecond Edition of Pado- 
baptifin Examined^ to remark fome things in my wor- 
tliy opponent’s Notes on his Abridgement of Mr. 
Morrice’s Social Religion^ and in Mr. Horsey’s 
Infant Baptifm fated and defended \ I confidered the 
particulars on which I animadverted in a conneSfed 
view. This led me to ufc the expreffions, ‘ Meffirs. 

* Williams and Horsey and, ‘Meflrs. Horsey 
‘and William^.’ This difpleafes Dr. W. ; bc- 
caufe he confiders it as introducing them ‘ together, 
‘ like brother tradefmen of tlie fame firm f The 
reader, however, may be aflured, that I had not the 
leaft thought of any fuch thing : nor did I, by thofe ex- 
prefiions, intend the fmallcft difrefpeft toward either 
of them. Nay, had I been aware of fuch language 
giving oiFence, it fliould not have been ufed by me. 

If, however, my expreffions were unbecoming, Mr. 
PiRiE has made me a return in kind; for, ^ MefTrs. 
‘ McLean and Booth,’ conftitutc part of his Title- 
page J. Nay, Dr. W. himfelf ought either to ex- 
culpate me, or plead guilty to a fimilar charge; for the 
very fame form of expreifion is ufed by him, when he 
fays, * MefTrs. Lawrence and Gill§.’ This 
mull be the cafe, except he < jQiew his opinion,’ and 
fairly ‘ demonftrate,’ tLat Lawrence and Gill, are 
names of much Icfs importance than thofe of Wil- 
liams and Horsey. — Befidcs, what does my oppo- 
nent mean, where, when fpeaking of me, he fays j 

* Vol. I. 9, 232. Vol. If. 4. t Vol. II. 352. t Appendix 
to Dijferiai, § Vol. II. 112. Note. 


‘ Plung- 
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‘ Plunging is prd6lifcd by himfclf and his CONSTITU- 
« Eis^Ts * I cannot help thinking that the afpe£l of 
thcib very fingular expreffions, is almoft as ill-favour- 
ed as that of thofe for which I am cenfured. But whom 
does Dr. W. intend by my ‘ conjiltuents The mem^ 
hers of the church to which I ftand related ? That 
cannot be; for they do not folemnly plunge, or bap- 
tize, either one or another. Baptift yninifiers ? but in 
what fciife can they be confidercd as wy conjiltuents f 
Till Dr. W. lend me the ^ glafics’ of which he fpeaks, 
and ^ wipe them dean’ too, there is reafon to fear I 
fliall never difeover his meaning in thefe words. 
Meanwhile, I charitably conclude, that he intended 
fomething or other by them; but, whatever his mean- 
ing was, he feems to have fufFered it all to evaporate, 
or to have tranfinuted it into nonfenfe. 

Reaeding on my oppoiient’s loud profeffions o( re-* 
gard to die promoting of love, of peace, and of unity 
among Chriftians; and comparing, with thofe pro- 
feilions, the various afperities of di6tion, and feverities 
of cenfure, v/hich have proceeded from his pcn,refpe6l- 
ing his Baptift brethren ; I am reminded of what he 
fays, in another place, concerning the Socinians ; and 
which, muiatis inutandls^ will here apply. Their 
‘ moft formidable attacks — ^are fo much the more dan- 
‘ geroiis, by reafon of— the artful inuendos^ thrown out 
‘ ^ig:iiiift tliofj who maintain the reformed dodrine, as 

* BiooT% narrow '-minded^ ilUheral^ ahfurd — fine epi- 
^ thets ikid high encomiums they fo modejlh bejlow 

‘ on thcmfelvesy as rational, liberal^ charitable^ humane, 
‘ canduL and fo on : as if, doubtlcfs, they were the mcn^ 

* a7id vjifdom mujl die %mth them f .’ — How far the fol- 
lowing remark of Dr. Owen’s, on Mr. Baxter, 
tmy here be applied, is left with my reader. ‘ Had 

■"' Vy]. I. 196. f A Ir/d^cmm of Social Reli£^. FrcL p- 

‘I not 
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‘ I not heard him profefs how much he valued the 

< peace of the church, and declare what his endea- 
‘ vours for it were 5 I could not but fuppofe — ^that an 
‘ humour of difputing and quarrelling was very prc- 

< dominant in the man So the late Dr. Fleming, 
while complaining of the Baptifts for intrenching on 
the rights of charity, pronounces them expofed to ‘ a 
‘ terrible anathema f 

Dr. W. takes an early opportunity of informing 
us, that he was defirous his principles might ^ be tho^ 
roughly underjiood by every reader, if poflibJe, without 
‘ hazard of miftake J.’ For this defire he deferves 
commendation. I very much queftion, however, whe- 
ther form of his readers be not at a lofs for his mean- 
ing in many places;, and whether the generality of 
them, with regard to various palTages, be not incapa- 
ble .of underflanding him. This obfcurity arifes, 
partly from his mode of expreffion ; and partly from 
his being, apparently, inconfiftent with himfelf. 

From his mode of expreffion. For inftance: ‘ Plunging 

* is pra£lifed by [Mr. B.] and his constituents;* 
which has been already remarked. Again: * The 

* grant, which baptifm feals, is extenfive as the gofpel 

* found,' on the part of God ; but man’s fubjedlive, 

< participated interejl therein, muft have its denomi- 

* nation, its kind and degree, according to the recep-- 
^ tion and treatment God’s covenant grant meets 

< with. A fpiritual reception, (effe6i:ed by fovereign 

* grace) infures a fpiritual fubjedive, or aftually par- 

* ticipated, intereft. A profejfional reception, infures 

* an external intereft. The nature and degree of the- 
^ reception or treatment the grant meets with, infalli^ 

• Do^. of Death of Chr'ijiy ’v'mdlcaisd from An'wjodverjions of 
Mr. R, B.t p* 5* t Burroughs’s Farther Dtf of tzuo 
Difcowjesy p. 41. J Pref. p. i. 
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‘ bly afcertains the nature and degree of, the pojfejfion’^* 
— Once more : when oppofing a principle of mine, 
relating to pofitive inftitutions, he faysj ‘ If myprin- 
‘ ciple be not admitted in oppofition to his, nothing 
‘ would hinder, but Atheifts, Deifts, or blafphemers 
‘ might be the proper fubjedls of the Meffiah’s king- 
‘ dom, as contradiftinguiihed from believers, and pe- 
‘ nitents, antecedent to the inftitutionf.’— Though I 
have carefully read thefe pafliiges, time after time, I 
do not thoroughly, if at all, underftand them j efpeci*^ 
ally, the firft and the laft. Yet 


* Our Author has a meaning, and, no doubt, 

‘ But Icmc have fcnfc'cnough to find it out.* 

From Icings apparently^ inco^ifi^ent with himfclf: re- 
fpe6ting which, the following inftanccs have occurred 
to obfervation. 


1. Can that [law of 
baptifm j be a law merely 
pofiiive^ which does not 
poflefs any fuch properties 
as ALL THE WORLD al- 
lows to be neceffary for 
that purpofe r” Vol. 11 . 
407. 

2. While we confer 
dcr the? [idea of immer- 
fion exclufively] as un- 
certain, or ratb.cr very ob- 
feure, it is no part of our 
duty to comply with it. 


1. The Pardohapti/ls 
IN OENEi^AL have tamely 
fubmitted to this pofition, 
Baptlf?n and the Lord^s 
Supper are ros i t 1 ve 
fitutions^ in its 7n7jl ahfo^ 
lute and undilfingutjhed 

fenfe^ as a maxim not to 
be controverted.’^ Vol. I. 

34 - 

2. The obligation [of 
baptifm] arifctli from the 
EQIJITY of the things not 
from the unde rf an ding and 
capacity of the perfon.” 

. Vol, I, 401. 


Vo!. II. 233, 234. 

As 




Vol. II. 393. 
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As far as the law is plain, 
it claims obedience i but 
as far as it is indetermi- 
nate, it leaves the fubjeSf 
free"" Vol. 11 . 359. 

3* There is no paf- 
fage in the New Tcfta- 
ment, I will not fay that 
confines the mode of puri- 
fying to immerfion, but 
from which it can be fair- 
ly deduced [cat, par,) ih-cXt 
immerfion was at all ufed,’^ 
Vol. II. 81. See alfo p. 
186. 


4. The fcriptural 
BAPTISM [is] purifica- 
tion by water,” V ol. II. 
J76. 


5. I would fay, in the 
language of Dr. Dod- 
dridge, who EXACTLY 
cxprclTes my thoughts; It 
is 
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3. As to the mode 
of baptifm (though Mr. 
Morrice went so far 
as to contend, that immer- 
fion was ?2ever ufed in the 
apoftolick age) it Ihould 
feem an equitable rule, 
that — as the practice of 
the difciplcs, whence we 
fhould gather in what 
fenfc they underftood [our 
Ivord’s command to bap- 
tize^'] is attended with con- 
fidciMblc dliliculty, wtum 
reduced to any one invari- 
able method, wc fhould 
vary it according to cir- 
cumilanccs.” Social Rc’* 
Ug, Note, p. 1 3 1.. 

4. 'The difterent ac- 
tions [of immcrfing, pour- 
ing, or fprinklingj are 
only different- mc;?.iis of at» 
taining a propof^d end, 
7'his END is purification 
by water.” Vol, II. 374. 

5. What Engli/li 
term (hall we ado]'vt, [as a 
fubfti tutc for the word hap* 
tifmr] Shall it be cither of 

thofe 
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is Jirange to me^ that any 
fl)Ould do^t whether pro^ 
felytcs were admitted into 
the JewtJh church hy bap^ 
tijm^ that is by WASH- 
ING.” Vol. II. 230. 

6. “ Will our author 
favour us with the curious 
intelligence of any man 
unbaptized, in a Chriftian 
country, on whom it is 
72 ot incumbent to be bap- 
tized?” Vol. L 253. 


7. ‘‘ The* term [bap- 
tifm is] a genus, denoting 
a ccrefnonial purification by 
water.”. Vol. II. 355. 


and his ConduSf. 25 
thofe [wafhing, pouring, 
or fprinkling,] already 
mentioned by Mr. B. ? 
Nay, THESE / would as 
much object to as hhrfi'lfiy 
nearly.” Vol. II. 10. 

6. ‘‘It is evident, on 
the leaft refle£tion, that 
criminal ignorance, impe- 
nitence, unbelief, and the 
like, are excluded fir om all 
claun to fuch a moral fuit- 
ablencls, [as is eflential to 
the fiibjeiy;s of baptifn :] 
for how can they be pro- 
per fiihjecis^ who arc pro- 
fclTed rebels againft the 
government of the FCing 
of Zioii ? — That ihv'rve is 
in Scripture a con ion 
formed between i' die ring 
and hafrfij'.n in edul*-, is 
clear from f)art:cnlar pef- 
fagrs, as well as the nature 
and tie fig a of the ordi- 
nance.” Vol. II. 402. 
Vt)l. I. 212, 213. Sec 
alfo Vol. I. 72, 96. 

' 7. “ Chriftian king- 
doms are the Lord’s in a 
fenfe fimilar to that in 
which Ifruel was his; with 
this difference^ that the 
yoke of Mofaic ceremo- 
nies fhould be removed^ 
md 


8. What 
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and a evangelical 

worlhip introduced,” VoL 


8. What both the or- 
dinaiices in queRion [L 
e. baptifm and the Lord’s 
‘ /upper J require, as a qua^ 
lijication in their refpec- 
tive candidates, is that de- 
gree of relative hoUnefs 
which is necefTary and 
fuitable to their refpeftive 
nature and defigns.” Vol, 
IL 240. 

g. We do [not] read 
of any perfon in the New 
Teftament that was bap- 
tized in a church, or as 
being a church fncmbcK.'*^ 
Social Relig, Note, p. 96. 


10. The Gofpel re- 
velation is the RULE and 
pofiti ve d i redlory ’ * for bap- 
tizing. V. I. 225. 


I. 267. 

8. ‘‘ Whatever relates 
to the qualifications of the 
fubjecSs [ofbaptiftUy] is of 
a nature entirely mo^ 
ral .^ — and to fay otherwife 
mu ft imply a contradic- 
tion.” Vol. II. 387. 


9. ‘‘Infants [are] born 
in the city of God— Yevfons 
arc often called church 
niemhers in this controver- 
fy, when they are fo only 
de jure^ or quoad debit um. 
And in this fenfe we re- 
gard all adults before bap- 
tifm, who neverthelcfs may 
be lawfully baptized. The 
infant children of profeff- 
ing Chriftians,thofe ofour 
opponents not excepted, 
we alfo regard as church 
members intfie fame fenfe, 
though not baptized.” 
Vol. I, 321, 4.08. 

10. “ The LAW by 
which we fiippofe a pa- 
rent or a mafter ought to 
be ruled [refpediing the 

baptifm 


II. 
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11 . Dr. Doddridge 
cxaftly exprefTcs my 
thoughts [when he fays ;] 
It is Jlrange to mc^ that 
any Jhoidd doubt whether 
profelytcs were admitted in^ 
to the Jcivljh church by 
BAPTIST vl/’ Vol. II. 230. 

12. Nothing flioulJ 
be confiJered as an efla- 
blifhcd principle of faith, 
which is not in feme part 
of Scripture dcliverccUvitli 
perfpicuityy [and] that per- 
fpicuity ftiould be fought 
for principally where the 
point in queftion is mofl; 
profelledly handled.” Note 
on Social Relig. p. 368. 

1 3, What was the 
iurc of that rite of v/hich 
John was the adminiftra- 
tor ? I anfwer. It was a 
Jewish cleanfing^ or ce- 
remonial purification — 
W e conclude that John’s 
baptifm was one of the di- 
•vers baptijms'^ mentioned 
in Hebrews the ninth and 
tenth, Vol, 1 . 281, 282. 

14. 


baptifm of his children or 
fervants] is this, That ha 
benefit his children, and 
all his, as they are capa^ 
Vol. L 354,. 

11. The ceremony of 
admiffmi into the church 
is indeed ALTERED byour 
Lord’s pofitivc authority, 
Profclyte all nations bap- 
tizing them.'' Vol. II. 
232. 

12. ‘‘*If the Scripture 
be Jileht about infants as 
the fubje<Ss of baptifm, or . 
even not dccijlvcly exprefis 
againft them, we are to 
take it for granted, that 
they Vv^ere baptized with 
their parents.” Vol. I, 
280. 


13. The baptifm of 
John — was a rite apper- 
taining; to the legal Dif- 
penfation, inflltuted by 
God the Father for the 
ufe of the Jews alone, for 
a SHORT time, to prepare 
them for the kingdom of the 
MeJJiah then approach ing> 
as by an extraor dinary, ge^ 
ncral purification, attend- 
C ta] 
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14. “ It appears that 
the Mefliah’s kingdom, in 
its external afpeft, fliould 
]\2,vt^^whole nations^ AS 
SUCH, included in it.’’ 
Vol. 1 . 263. 

15- ‘‘By a gracious ex^ 
prefs appointment [i Cor. 
7. 14.] the children com- 
mon to both [parents] 
fhall be ' deemed holy^ 
on account of the [be- 
lieving] mother as well as 
the faAer, fo as to be 
treated as if both parents 
believed.” Vol. I. 386. 


ed vn^fuitableinjlru/^iions 
and exhortations to the 
people^ and performed by 
fohn himfelf — It is highly 
probable, that [Chrift,]as 
the Lord of ceremonies ^ — 
fhould APPOINT and sub- 
mit one bapiiftn^ as a ge^ 
neral fuhjlitute for all cere- 
monial purliications.” V oL 
I. 1 18. Vol. II. 13, Note. 

14. Chrift is a King, 
and his Church is a king- 
dom, but this worW 
Vol. I. 136. 

15. A holy perfon. In 
the relative fenfe of that 
word, is one to whom 
God gives a covenant 
grant of mercy, and the 
means of grace, and in 
virtue of which .grant he 
is appropriated to God- 
In a very general fenfe— 
EVERY MAN, whether 
Jew or Genvle, is deemed 
holy; /. e, in virtue of the 
gofpel grant of mercy and 
tihe means of grace to the 
Gentiles as well as the 
Jews.” Vol. I. 365, 366. 


16. « If 


16. Holinefs 
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16. If — infants can- 16. Itolmefsy as well 
not be difciples, they can- as righteoiifnefs^ is an ef 
not be ChriJhanSjfox thefe fential part of a Chriftian 
terms are convertible, and charadler/' Vol. 1 . 132, 
ufcd fynonymoufly.*^ Vol. 133. 

1.327. 

17. I rejefl: [inflint 17. “Infants — are not 
communion] onlv as an capable of the [third de- 
impropricty. Were he, grec of relative holinefs ;] 
[Mr. B.] therefore, to that is, do not anfwer its 
grant as much in favour of nature and delign,- and 
infant baptifm, as I am therefore ought not to 
willing to grant in favour tc admitted to” particular 
of infant communion, our church-mcmberfliip, and 
controverfy would be at therefore not to the holy 
an end. The ftate of table. Vol. IT. 242. 

the queffion would then 
be transfer'- ’ 1 from what 
is ^Jfentia!^ to what is 
merely preferable” Vol. 

II. 238. 

18. Baptifm “ is an i8. Baptifm “ does not 

ordinance of into even conjlltute a v*fible 

the vifible kingdom of fubjccf or member, but 

Chrift Thereby the only one.” Vol. 

fubjecl is tranllated, mi- I. 122. 

nifterially, from a Hate of 
diftance to a ftate of near- 
nefs ; is feparated from 
the world and joined to 
the univerfal church.” 

Vol. I. 121, 220. 

19. “ I'he Scripture 19. « A national efta- 
Churches were made up blilhment, if well ordered, 

of C 2 appears 
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of vifible faints, they were 
living Jlones, fandlified In 
the name of the Lordyefus, 
and by the Spirit of our 
Gody were partakers of 
the Holy Spirit of Chriff, 
as a fpirit of faith and 
prayer and fo on, ‘‘ The 
world and the churches of 
Chrift are — danger oujly 
intermixed.'' Morr ice’s 
Social Relig. Abridged, p. 
10, and p. 71. Note. 

20. Authority can- 
not be pofitive, but in 
proportion as it is exprefs 

and unequivocal ^Pre- 

fumptive proofs arp very 
good ones, l?ecaufe they 
are the very best the 
nature of the cafe can ad- 
mit of" Voh L 51. 201. 

2J. ^ This we mujl 
maintain, that what cir- 
cumcifion eminently fealcd 
[i. e. the righteoifnefs of 
faith] under the law, bap- 
tifm feals under the Gof- 
pel,” Vol. II. 235. 


appears more agreeable to 
the prophetick paflages 
we have been confidering 
than the AntipxdobaptHl 
plan ; nay, more agree- 
able to the GENERAL 
TENOR of Revelation." 

Vol. I. 273. 


20. “ I maintain, that 
on fuppofition infants are 
NOT exprefsly and incon- 
trovertibly mentioned in 
connexion with baptifm, 
there is fulEcicnt posi- 
tive evidence in favour of 
Paedobaptifm.” Vol. 1 . 
219. 

2 1. In baptifm is emi- 
nently exhibited the down- 
pouring of the Holy Spirit 
— I fcruple not toaflert it, 
there is no objeSt whatever 
in all the Ne\^ T eftament, 
fo frequently ‘and fo ex- 
plicitly fignificd by bap- 
tifm, as thefe divine in- 
fluences of the Holy 
Spirit.” Vol. I. 126, 196, 
197. 


22 . God’s 
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22. “ God’s covenant of 22. « Such declarations 
redemption TO fallen man, and promijes cajinot, I 
in its external form and think, be conceived of, 
manifeilation, is NOTHING when adcireiled to man, 
ELSEbixta declaration of Co-- under any other notion 
vereign grace and a divine than that of a proposal 
righteoufnefs — Baptifmis from a fir/l mover of 
— a feal of the Chrif- e/rwrr;!/ /rrwj.” Vol.I. 207. 
tian covenant, or the ex- 
ceeding great and precious 

promift's of the Gofpcl — 

God’s covenant to man — 
h a gnmt of mercy to him 
as a fiiincrdeferving eter- 
nal woe.” Vol. 1 . 158, 

182. Vol. 11 . 233. 

23. Am I a baptized 23. ‘‘Alas! how many 
perfon ? — Does not Jcho- ignorant ^and flothful 
vah fay to me, as well [baptized] profefTors muft 
as to Abraham, I am one day take up this 
thy Jhield, and THINE bitter lamentation ; T'he 
EXCEEDING GREAT RE- harvfji is pcjl, the fummer 
WARD ? — May I not, is ended, and wfi ARE 

without prefumption, ap- not saved ? How 

propriate the words of many baptized perfons are 
Amafai to David, Peace, there, as Mr. Henry 
peace he ^nto ibee, and juftly cbil'cvcs, who are 
peace be, to thine helpers-, altogether f rangers 
for thy Qod helpcth to the covenants of pro- 
THEE?” Vol. 11 . 274, mife?'^ Vol. II, 289, 
275^ 276. 290. 

As a prailica! lmprovcmci.it of* the preceding par- 
ticulars, I will add a friendly diredtion, a ftrong ex- 
clamation, and an undoubted pofition; for all which 
C 3 I mult 
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I muft acknowledge my obligation to Dr. W. jf 
friendly dire5lion : ‘ If you are dim-fighted, reader, 
< have recourfe to your glaflcs, and wipe them clean, 
‘ and [my opponent’s confiftency,] no doubt, will ap- 
‘ pear with fupcrior evidence.’— -yf jlrong exclamatkin : 
‘.What contradifiion !’— undoubted pofttion : ‘ It 
‘ is— evident, that the pretenfions of any hypothefis 
‘ muft be equally futile in proportion as it is incon- 
‘ (iftent with itfelf^/— The two following ftiort ex- 
trafts may be fubjoined. Dr. Gascarth: ‘’Tis the 
‘ fate of an erroneous do£Irine, that one always falls 
‘ into contradiftion in the defence thereof ; which 
‘truth alone, from the* uniformity it carries to all 
‘ the parts and branches of it, can fecure us fromf.* 
Dr. Waterland I defire no greater advantage 
‘ over an adverfary, than to fee him reduced to 
‘ felf-contradiftionj.’ 

Dr. W, having requefted his reader’s < credit’ for 
the finccrity of his profefled intention to ftate our 
arguments againft Psedobaptifm in a fair and candid 
manner || \ I take it for granted that he was equally 
defirous, in regard to other things, of doing juftice 
to and to our caufe. I am fully perfuaded, how- 
ever, that, either through an unperceived bias upon 
his mind, or through inadvertency, be has neither 
given a fair fatenicnt of our arguments, nor a jujl 
reprefentation of our conduif. It is of his inadver- 
tent mifrcprefentaiions, that I would here produce a 
few inftances. 

I caimot but complain of unfair dealing with his 
reader, in reference to my quotations from Pecdohap-- 

^ Vel. II, 2 1*;. 139. Vo’. I. ICO. f P?v7?r’Z'. agahiji 
l^opery. Title V 1 J J . 5 c . :[ 5 a o}u! Dt fi ?ii f of ries, C^ery 
III. p. 1S2. y Voi.i. 202. 

Ujis, 
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tijis. For, either, as is generally the cafe, he takes 
hartUy any notice of them 5 or, as in other inftances, 
if he tranfcribe more or lefs of thofe quotations, it is in 
fuch a manner as leads his reader to fuppofe that they 
are my words, and not thofe which I have produced 
from Padobaptifts. — For inftance : He quotes, from 
P cvdobaptlfm Examlmdy the following paflage ; ‘ Sup* 
‘ pofing an equal degree of benefit, refulting from 
^ each mode of adminiftration, yet there is not, tliere 
‘ cannot be, the fame degree of humble obedience to 
^ Jefos Chrifl:/ Upon which he very gravely ex-% 
claims ; ‘ An argument ih.is, worthy of tlie painful 
‘ pilgrims to Jcrufalem and Roinc'A !' but fays not a 
word of this being an arguijicjit ad homUmuy and 
transferred from a Nonconformift Paedobaptift, when 
difputing with Roman Catholicsf. — I had obferved, 
that * the pradlice of afperjion is calculated to em- 

* barrafs Proteftants in their difputes with Papifls ; and 

* Nonconformifts, in their controverfies with Epifeo* 
‘ palians to which he anfwcrs, ‘ Not at all j*' But 
he carefully avoids informing his reader, that I had 
produced Bos SUET, Bilhop of Mcaux, Bifhop Bur- 
net, and Dr. Whitby, in proof of my aflertion§4 
He fays, ‘ We are next impeached for dijpenjing with 
‘ divine lawsy or mitigating their pv€rity\.\ But he 
does not inform his reader, that the language of Pae* 
dobaptiftsf there produced, is the dired and natural 
ground of tliat impeachment. Did I not quote Per- 
kins as exprefling himfelf thus ? ‘ The ancient cuf- 
‘ toni was to dipy and, as it were, to dive all the body of 
‘ the baptized in water, as may appear in Paii!,^Romans 

* Vol. If. 1S4. t See P^iAbaf), Exam, p. 147, 148. 
X Vol. II. 1S4. § See Padohap, Exam, p.153 — ly. || Vol. 

II. 185. 
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< the fixth — ^but now — only to fpj^inkle the baptized — 

‘ We need not much to mai*vel at this alteration, feeing 
‘ charity and neccflity may dispense with ceremonies 

* and MITIGATE, in equity, the hay^Jhnefs of them.^ 
Was not Keckerm AN produced, fpeaking as follows? 
^ Though the term haptifrn properly fignifies immcr-* 

^ Jion, and though a] fo in the ancient church, through 

* the eaftcrn countries, when baptifin was adminiitcrcd, 
‘ it was, not by fprlnkling, but by immerfion \ yet in 
‘ the colder parts of Chriftendom, afperfion isufedin- 
‘ ftead of immerfion, on account of infants : bccaufe 

* charity and ncccfGty may dispense with ceremonies, 

* and temper them^mth genteeness, fo far as may be 
^ done without injuring the analogy^'’. Dr. W. adds, 
‘ It is urged, that dipping was in ufe for thirteen 

* hundred yearsf.^ But he cautioiifly forbears to tell 
his reader, that this is urged by the moft learned Pje- 
dobaptifts, aa^well as by usj. 

Again: When proving that neither fprinkling 
pouring, nor immerfion, can be juftly confidered 
as a circiimjlance of baptifin, I had faid , ‘ That 
‘ various particujars relating to baptifin are mere- 

* !y dircuinflantjal, we readily allow — But it is 
‘ quite otherwife, as to the fole?nn ufe of water. 
‘ For if that be omitted, haptifrn itfelf is want- 

* ing.’ Thus much Dr. W. quotes; and then adds 

* It is a rule with logicians, that the definition and 
‘ the thing defined arc convertible. Here Mr. B. 

* calls baptifin, The folemn ufe of water \ and again, 

< This, he fays, is haptifn life If We cannot help 
‘ wilhing that he will always abide by this defini- 
‘ TION, in hopes that it might help to introduce an 

*’•' Scv' Viedobuh, Fxav:. p. i-rj, r :;6, lo-'.. t t], iS6. 
I See i'Xci/e. j r» a--’ i-^o. 

amicable, 
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‘amicable reconciliation^.’ What a violent wreft- 
ing of my words from their obvious application, and 
what a perverfion of my meaning ! Calls baptism the 
SOLEMN USE OF WATER. Far from it : If Dr. W. 

‘ bedim-fighted/ let him ‘ have recourfe to \xi^glajfesy 
‘ and wipe them clran^ and then he will plainly per- 
ceive that my language was ; Mere circimijlances ‘ may 
‘ greatly vary, while the qualifications of the candi- 
‘ dates, the whole form of admini ft ration, and die 
‘ gracious purpofes to be anfwered by the ordinance, 

‘ are eflcntially the fame. But it is quite otherwife,* 
‘ as to the folemn iifc of water. For if that be ornlttedy 
^ haptifm itfclf is wanting: if u*sed contrary 
‘ to divine order and prifuitive example^ the or* 

‘ dinance is corrupted^ so corrupi'KD, as nut to 
‘ DESERVE ITS ORIGINAL NAME,’ 

The folemn ife of vjatcr — 'This DEFINITION^ 
Baptifn itfclf Seldom have words b"ccn more tor- 
tured, to make them conftfs what they never meant, 
than mine, in this inftance, have been by Dr. W, ! 
Suppofing I were to diftingailli cvdygelical p)'eaching 
fiom the circunfla iccs that might attend it, and were 
to %; 'Fhc time wlien, place where, the number 
of auditors, and the Jirength of the f/reachcr’s voice, 
arc mere circv.mfayues. But it is quite otherwife, as 
to the folemn ufc of words. For if tJiat be omitted, 
preaching ntfelf is wanting. Would Dr. W, fay, 
‘ Here Mr. B. calls evangelical preaching, the folemn 
‘ ufe of words y and again, This is evangelical preach* 
‘ ing Itfelf ? Vdo cannot h-lp wifhing, that he will 
‘ abide by this definition of evangelical preachimr.* 
His good fenfe, and his impartiality, woufd forbid it. 
For he well know?, that though tlicre^ can be no 

■^'Compare II. 37,) 

Vci, I, p. 125—131. Kdit. id. 
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evangelical preaching, without the folemn vfe of words \ 
yet there may be preaching which is not evangelicaly 
and there may be a folemn ufe of words, (as in 
prayer) where there is no preaching. My opponent 
denominates baptifm, ‘ the profelyting ordinance— 

* feal of the firfl: promife— God’s confirming feal — 

* the broad feal of heaven — the badge of our holy re- 
^ ligion*’— and fo on ; but did he intend thefe, and 
fimilar ways of fpeaking, as fo many definitions of bap- 
tifm ? W ould he confider hiinfclf as treated, cither 
with candour, or with jufticc,werc they fb reprefent- 
ed by me ? I cannot help thinking that his condmSl:, 
refpcdling this and fome other particulars, lies ‘ plump 

* againft’ his loud prt^feflions of ingenuity and can- 
dour. ‘Far,’ faid Mr. Baxter, concerning the coii- 
dudl of Mr. Blake — ‘ far was I from imagining that 

* fo rev^erend,^ pious, and dear a friend, would tell the 
‘ world in print, that I faid that which never came 
^ into my thoughts,* 

Further : Among other fliort extracts from Pado-^ 
baptifm Examined^ Dr. W. makes the following, 
which he introduces thus : ‘ I do not find that any of 

* the Antipjedobaptists pretend to adduce one 

* fingle text as an exprefs and pofitive tejlimony [againft 

* Infant baptifm,] Therefore the mercenary forces 

* they place in front muft be fuch as thefe. There is 
‘ no exprefs precept^ or precedent^ in the New Tejlamenty 
‘ for Padobaptifin — That the feripture forbids what it 
^ does not jnention-^Thaty in religious matter Sy it is not 
‘ only finful to go contra ftatutum, but to go fupra 
‘ ftatutum— 77;^?/ faith and repentance are pre* 

* required in . baptfm-^Hence Philip faidy If thou 
‘believeft with all thine heart, thou mayeft. 


^ Vol. 1 . 265, Vol. II. 24*, 259, 286, 342. 
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‘ Ads viii. ^^^The comnand of Peter waSy Repent 
‘ and be baptized. Ads ii, 38. — That the facraments 
‘ are not converting, but confirming ordinances — 

‘ Mark xvi. 16. Ads ii. 41. i Pet. iii. ai. — That 
^‘ftnce officcy or dutyy means an action conformable to 
‘ law, it is plain that duty cannot he conceived without 
‘ a law'^y and fo on. Then he immediately adds ; 
^ Thefe, I believe, are Mr. Booth’s m&Ji capital ob^ 

^ je^ions .^ — Now who, among all Dr. W.’s readers, 
could fuppofc, cither by what precedes, or by what 
follows thefe * excerptUy that they arc the very words 
of Padohaptijls? — Yes, of LEARNED PiEDOBAP- 
TISTS THEMSELVES t* * 

Nor muft the following wcy\fe on this occafion, he 
omitted : ‘ If Mr. B.’s hypothefis be true, That Infant 
‘ bapiif?n is unferipturaly fuperjiitiousy abfurdy a dar» 
‘ ing impeachment of ChrijV s iegiflaiive authorityy and 
‘ fo on j can we look upon [thofe* minifters that 
* were call out of the national church], in a much 
‘ better light than a fet of maniacs J V Dr. W. by 
marking the words (here printed in Italics) with in- 
verted commas, has led his reader to concludi^ that I 
have ufed thofe very terms : and it is plainly intimated 
by his, ^ and fo on’, that the number of harlh expref- 
fions, as employed by me, might have been greatly 
increafed, had he thought proper. But whercy I de- 
mand — the name of juft reprefentation and of 
commoa ingenuity — Where have I ufed fuch lan- 
guage, either in the firft, or in the fecond, edition of 
my book ? That Dr. W. has, in the moft diredt man- 
ner, charged us with being fuperJUtiousy and as guilty 

* Vcl. I. 202, 203, 204. f Ste thdl, roitl iijany more par- 
ticuiais of a finilar k'nii, Exam. Chap. VIIJ. Edit, 

the frfi \ and Vol. Ii * Chap. I . Edit, the Jecond. J VoJ. II . 4 1 1 . 

C6 
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of the moft violent bigotry, is a faft which he cannot 
deny ; but let him prove, if he can, that I have ever 
ufed fuch language as will juftify his reprefentation. 
lie has, indeed, ‘fliown his opinion’ tliat I am verily 
guilty of his charge; but, reQ^eilable as he is in lus 
xharafter, and oracular as he is in his motto, I am not 
dilpofed to accept his aflertion for infallibility. 

My opponent, perhaps, may anfwer ; ^ The repre* 

* fentation is juftified by the natural and njccjfary con^ 
^fequences of Mr. B.’s rcafoning/ To this it may be 
replied; Confequences, however jufdy dnwvn, ought 
never to be charged upon an autlior, as if tlicv .vere 
his direct: aflertioifs, or negations. 'With equal j ailicc 
might I reprefent Dr^ W. as charging mo, and the 
Baptlfts in general, with being Socinlans; becaufc 
he tells us that fome of our objeftions to PneJobap- 
tifaj * favour little of the Socinian leaven 
In a recent publication, whiuli 1 have had the plcafure 
of reading, the author affures !>:s that though ‘c , -Juur 
‘ and juftice forbid that vre lhoui^i ai 'i Ibc to :uo,' ird u- 

* tions which they difavow;’ — yet, ‘ v* avoid 

^ imputing to the author of an opinio ■ .u.'i uehgn, 

^ it is but fair, and it may be ufcfa;. u examine its 

^ ^ genuine, tendency 'f,* To the author of that publica- 
€on I am greatly obliged, for appearing fo feafonably 
in my vindication againft Dr. W.; by laying down 
/and avowing tiie principle on which I proceed, in 
^ihofe very paflages to which my offended opponent 
adverts. 

Dr. W. reprefents me as maintaining, that thofe ' 
pal&gcs of Scripture which contain, either exprefe 

Vol. I. p. 471. f A Difeourfe on the Influence of Kelt- 
gious PraBice upoft our Enquries if ter Truth, by Edward Wil- 
liams, p. 12. N«tc. 
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precepts, or precedents, ^ are our only rule of doHrine 
^ and luorjlny^^ 'Fhat I luivc any where afl'erted this, 
"-r that which is taatamount, I do not recolledl, nor 
do I h^k\ c, Wirat I have aiTcrted, and ftill main- 
' cicL v e u> ^ exprefs precepts and precedents/ is 
ci'O'iii.. 1 to initinnions — is limited to pojitive 

wor/liip t i'- e tc ;;t.vd:ncLi{»n to duties and W'orfllip 
d . ' \ / ii.v -ire, fo far from faying, or from 

;*pp;''o L'l .. wi.'it iny op ponent here aferibes to me; 
that I hav4. cxprcFI}- aOerted the contrary, in regard 
to 7riora! duty, aiid moral worfliipf. 

1 have reajbii tocoinoLiin of Dr. W. for tranferib- 
ing and propogating a mlfrcprefentation that was 
made by tuc Monthly Rlviewers. The pa/ti- 
cuiar t<.' which I advert, is a paJlage extracSied from 
I'ertullian d^ Baptifmo. Concerning which my 
opponent fays ; ‘If i\Ir. B.’s account of the above 
‘ celebrated paffage be compared with the original, it 
‘ w'ill fcjon appear with what juftice thofc acute cri- 
‘ ticks, the Monthly Reviewers, pronounced it 
*■ partial ; and fnid that he hath not prejented the reader 
' vjlth t!r zidj'jlr^ nor the exaSf Jenfe of the ancient 
' Fail\r< And I flatter myfclf it will alfo appeaj, from 
' tiie prefent attemipt, that what they further ^d, is 
^ equally juft : when the omijfion is fuppUedy and a fair 
‘ tranfation fiven^ the pajfage will bear a different 
‘ ^ Yrh— In anfwer to this I obfer /e, that the charge 
of an unfair tranflation^ as laid agalnft me, is abfo* 
lutely unfounded : for not a finglc word of the original 
was tranilated by me, but by that learned Pasdo« 
baptift, Du Pin ; of which I exprefsly informed the 
reader, in each edition of Padobaptfm Examined 

* Vol. I. 20Z- t See PaMap. Exam, p. 442: or 
Vol.ll. p. 470,4':!. Second Edit. || Vol. II. 216, 217. Month, 
Ri'ww, Vol. LXXI.p. an. X See p. 207. Firft Edit, and 
Vol. II. p. 92. Second Edition. ^ 
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But^ notwithftanding thisy my opponent unites with 
tile Monthiy Reviewer in holding me up to the 
puhliC} as giving an unwarrantable turn to ^e pafl'- 
j^e * : and, by fo doing, their refpeSive readers are 
led to draw confequences unfavourable to my integrity. 
That the verlion of the paflage, by Du Pin, is neither 
literal, nor very exa£l, is readily granted ; but that 
tiiere is any thing in it more unfavourable to Paedo* 
baptifin than the original warrants, I do not per- 
ceive f. 


Mr. White having charged Mr. Towgood with giving 
an unfair j:ran(lation of a paflage from Dr. NrcHOi., in order to 
ferve hisjpurpofe, Mr. Towgood replied ; * It will give you, 
‘ iurcly, lomc confufioij and pain to be told, that [it] is not w/V, 

* but it is the Doctor’s oion tranflation, or that of his learned 

* friend, who publifticd his Defence.’ Dljent from the Church 
of Eng. fully juftified^ p. 169. Lond. 1787. 

+ Sec Mr. Robinson’s Hijl. of Bapiifm^ p. 174.— 182. — 
My opponent denominates the Monthly Reviewers * acute 

* criticks,’ Be it fo : yet I have another ground of complaint 
againft them for a palpable blunder, and a grofs mifreprefenta- 
tion. Thus they reprefent, and thus they animadvert upon me. 

* His redeftions on Mr. Robinson are very illiberal ; and his 

* whole Ab/<r, where that Gentleman’s Publication on tree Com- 

* munm is animadverted on with fo much afperity, is a ftring of 
"* fophefms. Many of the moft eminent and worthy Antipaedo- 

* baptifts are included in the cenfure, which thole reflections 

* meant to convey.* Ut fupra. The fe verity of this remark 

proceeds on a fuppofttion, that, in the Uote of which the Reviewer 
fpeaka, the whole of my bufinefs was to oppofc Free Communion. 
Whereas the principal^ and almoft my only defign was, to expofe 
Mr. Robinson’s notion relative to ihe innocence of mental error ; 
which notion he had employed in Fre^ Communion. 

^ttPcedobap.Exam. p. 464 — 467,FirftEdit. Vol. II. p. 5x4 — 
ttz. Second Edit.— It is but jufticc, however, to add the follow- 
ing teftimony refpefting the Revieiver, which I have lately re- 
ceived from a Friend. ^ Mr. Badcock, the Gentleman who 
‘ reviewed Padobaptifm Examined^ was foon afterwards con- 
‘ vinced of his miftake, and candidly acknowledged, That bis re^ 

* flexions on Mr. Booth’s Vote were unfounded..- 
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As to that mtjfion^ of which the Reviewer and 
my opponent fpe^, with regard to the jirji edition of 
my book, the fa<3: is acknowledged: but that it pro- 
ceeded from any finifter defign, is firmly denied. Thefe 
are the words that were omitted : ‘ For the fame rea- 
^ fon it is proper to make thofe who are not married 
‘ wait for fome time, by reafon of the temptations they 
‘ have to undergo till they are married, or have attain- 
‘ ed the gift of continency.* So Du Pin tranflates.— 
Now, the only reafon of my leaving out this part of 
the paflage was, I did not confider it as refpeiling the 
baptifm of infants^ which was the fubjeft before nie. 
That learned Paedobaptift, ZoRNiys, had, it is pro- 
bable, a fimilar view of the cafe. For, when defening 
the antiquity of Infant baptifm*, and when producing 
this paflage from Tertullian; he cpncludes his 
quotation in the very place where tlie fentcnce that L 
omitted begins As the blamed omifilion, however, 
was completely fupplied in the fecond edition of my 
book 1 9 and as that improved edition came out fo 
long before Antip^edobapti/m Examined appeared j it 
might have been expeSed, from the charafter of my 
opponent, and from his profeflions of candour, that 
he would have difdained to. propogate a cenfure, for 
which there was not fo much as d^^prefumptive ground 
remaining. What apology can be made for his con- 
duft in this refpea, I am at a lofs to conceive ; except 
it be that of extremely culpable inadvertency : or, that 
he is * dim-fighted,’ and either totally neglefted the 
< glafles* of which he fpeaks, or did not ‘ wipe them 
« clean.’ 

Once more: Dr. Stennett, when difcourfing 

t Euchariji. Infant. Cap. viii. § 3* Bcrol. 1736. 

I Vol. 11. p. 93- 


on 
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on the defign of baptifm, fays ; ‘ There can be no 

< doubt that we are« to confider it as a folemn teft, 

< whereby wc voluntarily bind ourfelves to new obe- 
^ diehce; for fnch is the reafoning of the Apojlle in the 
^ ftxth of Romans^ and in thofe other pajfages wherein 
^ he reminds Chrifians of their having put on Chriji 

< hy haptifni^ and their being rifen with him. But it is 
‘ eafy to fee that baptifm cemnot be a feal of the righ^ 

< teoujtifs of faiths that is^ of their jujiification^ to in- 
‘ fants^ they not ha ving faith : nor can it be in regard 

* of them a teft of new obedience, they not volun- 
« tarily fubmitting to it*\ — Now, reader, what think 
you of Dr. W. quoting tl^ beginning and the end of 
thefe two fentcnces, but entirely leaving out the inter- 
mediate part, which is here diftinguiflicd by the Italic 
letter ? After having thus altered the fenfe, he 
proceeds, with all the ardour of rhetorical interroga- 
tion, in the. following manner. ‘ Is this the language 

< of a Proteftant orthodox divine ? Is our new obe- 

< diene e founded upon our fubmijfion ? Is our obe- 
^ dience obligatory in proportion as we bind ourfelves 

* to it ? Be it fo ; there is one confeqiience inevitably 
> follows, That no perfon in the world is under 

< any obligation to perform what he does not volun 

< tarily fubmit to, or to regard any thing as a duty 

< until he binds himfelf to the performance of itf \ 

Had I but half Dr. W.^s prowefs and flgll, I would 
immediately proceed ‘ to confront, to breajc, and to 

< rout, this fophiftical phalanx,’ that appears- in fuch 
xformidable array againft the Doftor : but having no 
talents for thofe feats of heroifm, the reader muft be 
contented with a remark or two, in a ftyle much lels 
afluming. I obferve, then, that Dr. Stennett is 

'*Anfwer io Dr, Addington, Part II. p. 109. j Vol. T. 223. 

capable 
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capable of writing, and aftually did write, fenfe. But 
what fenfe is there in talking of obedience being 
FOUNDED on fuhmiffion^y or of obedience being obli’- 
gatory ? That divine authority^ exprefling itfcif in a 
precept, or in an appointment, is the foundation of 
fubmiffion, and that it obliges to obedience, is plain to 
every reader : but if there be any fenfe in fpeaking of 
obedience being obligatory^ or of its being founded on 
fubmiffion^ it is to me, what Dr. W. calls a ‘ latent 
* myftery.’ — ^It fhould be obferved, that there is an 
eflcntial difFerence between the foundation of obe- 
dience, either to God, or to civil governors, and tak* 
ing a tejl of obedience. Now it is not of the former, 
but of the latter, that fjr. Ste^nett fpeaks. My 
obedience to the civil government of tills country is 
founded in the conftitution and laws of the ftate \ but 
yet I may voluntarily Jay myfelf under an additional 
obligation to civil obedience, by taking,*as a tejl^ the 
oath of allegiance. The confequence, therefore, 
which Dr. W. draws from the Dolor's affertions, is 
as wide of the mark, as his quotation from him is unfein 
But had my worthy friend, Dr. Stennett, adu- 
ally maintained. That a voluntary fubmiffion to^bap- 
tifm is ground oi obligation to new obedience 5 
the hvL^ov oi Jntipadohaptifm Examined v^q\x\A have 
readily furnifhed him with arguments, ad horn-- 
nemy in his#defence. For, in that performance, we 
arc expreftly taught, that ‘ from Chriftian baptifm 
‘ RESULTS THE OBLIGATION to repentance — 
‘ THE OBLIGATION to deftroy the body of fin — THE 
^ OBLIGATION of newnefs of life, and heavenlymind- 
' < ednefs— THE obligation of an inviolable attach- 
‘ menttoChVift— THE OBLiGATiONof filling up(ho- 
‘ nourably, no doubt) the place of departed Chriftians— 
i THE OBLIGATION of Waiting for the promife of the 
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* Spirit'— And, finally, that another obligation 

* highly important^plsuLTiNG from Chriflian bap- 

* tifm is an abfolute devocednefs to the grace and fo- 

* vereign will of God, Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost*/— Mere I retort, ‘ Is this the language of 
‘ a Proteftant orthodox divine V Is onx obligation to 
repentance— to deftroy the body of fin— to newnefs 
of life— to an attachment to Chrift, and fo otiy founded 
upon, or does it refult from, our being baptized ?— 
The language of my opponent is very emphatical. 
For he not only reprefents baptifin as inducing an 
additional obligation to tliis, tliat, or the other, with 
reference to the baptized party ; but, five times over, 
he prefixes the article the to obligation: as if, in his 
view, there were no obligation at ally to any 
thofe things which he fpecifies, except what arifes 
from being baptized ! Of all the writers whom I 
b^ve perufed^ this Gentleman fhould have been the 
laft, thus to oppofe Dr. Stennett ; even fuppofing 
him to have really blundered, in fpeaking of bap- 
tifin as the ground of obligation. For, even on that 
fuppofition, Dr. W. had very kindly provided a corps 
de tyirvey to be ready at the word of command in de- 
fence of the Doftor : or, in other words, he had 
formed, not a ‘ fophiftic^,' but a well-compafted 

* phalanx,' to repel the firft onfet of any that fliould 
attack him. Our author, therefore, it maybe prefumed, 
had entirely forgotten that his forces were both as able^ 
and as ready, to ferve under the Do£tor’s banner, as 
under his own ; or elfe he would not have dared * to 

* confront,' much lefs could he have hoped ‘to 
^ break, and to rout,* fuch a formidable ‘ phalanx.'— 
Other inftances of unfairnefe, in the condu£I of my 

• Vol. I. p. 131— x 39 » 

opponenti 
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opponent, will occur to our notice ; but thefe may 
here tiffice, 

Notwithftanding the profeircd,^benevoIence and 
candour of Dr. W., he is very fwre in his treat- 
ment of what he confiders as an inadverUnt expref- 
fion, whenever he meets with one from the pen of a 
Baptift. For inftance : Dr. Gill, when fpeaking* 
of the ‘divers walhings, bathings, or baptifins, un-. 

‘ under the legal Difpenfation,* fays : ‘ There was no-> 

‘ thing finiilar in them to the ordinance of water bap-i 
‘ tifm, ifut immerfion only* A harmlefs pofition, for* 
any thing 1 perceive: though (in Dr. W.'s own* < 
words, as politely applied to me) ‘to prevent the 
^ vih of thofe vrfio feek occafionV the Dodor^s 
meaning might have been more accurately expreffed. 
—But let us hear our author: ^ Mthlng fimilar to 
‘ w<j/t^r-BAPTlSM hut IMMERSION. That is, on his 
‘ principle, which maintains that BaTrTnrjuoris imnur^ 
ijion — ^there was nothing in thofe divers immerfmis^ 

* fnnilar to the ordinance oi water immerjion^ but im- 
‘ merfion only ! ! To fuch ridiculous inconfiftcncies 
is that hypothefis reducible, which makes the bibli- 
‘ cal ufe of the words haptlfm zx\A immerfion converti- 
‘ ble and fynonymous So inconfiftcnt was the hy- 
|)othefis, and fo inaccurate was the language, of Dr. 
Gill ! How happy, on the contrary, mufV my op- 
.ponent be, in refleftmg on the complete confiftency 
.of his views, (which has already appeared) and on the 
perfect accur^y of his pen, refpctling baptifm ! But 
let us enquire whether Dr. W. have any juft caufc 
for thus ridiculing Dr. Gill. 

Be it obferved, then, that baptifm, according to my 
opponent, is ‘ purification by water Upon thb 

• Vol. I. 411. t Vol. I, iSi, 483. X 
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principle, therefore, let the following words be cor- 
fiderei ‘ We (ay that baptifm is a Chriftian ordi- 
^ nance, which implies a ccremonialp«r^f<jr/wi hy wa^ 

• Purtficatisn by water* ‘Thatis, (onhisprm- 
‘ qiple, which maintains,that BctirrKTfxp; is,* purifica- 
tion by water) water^purification hmipWts purification 
by water. ‘ To fuch ridiculous inconfiftencies is 

• that hypothefis reducible, which tnaTces the biblical 

• ufe of the words baptifm and, ^purification by water, 

• convertable and fynonymous !*——— Again : • The 
•fcriptural baptifm [is] purification by water? and 
yet he elfewhere tells us, that the end of baptifm 

purification by water Not now to remark the 
incongruity of reprefenting the defign of an ordi- 
nance, as being the very fafne thing with the ordi-^ 
nance itfelf ; it fs •obvious to every reader, that, on 
Dr. W.*s principles, baptifm, or purification by watery 
is the end of baptifm, that \Syof pur rficathn by water. 
So little rcafon had my opponent to ridicule Dr. 
GiLt ! Other inftances of this kind nlight eafily be 
produced, but I wHl not here enlarge.— I may here 
add, v/ith much greater propriety might oiir author 
have animadverted on Dr. Watts for laying: < The 

• Greek word baptizo fignifies to wafl) any thing, 
properly by water coming OVER /f— The Greek 

• word lignifies wajbing a thing in general, by water 
^ ^ coming over it \ as Dr. W. has quoted him J. As 

if a perfon, or a thing, might be baptired, wicbout 
any contadlion of the perfon,* or 4 :hc thing, ‘ and the 
^ element !* 

The delicacy of ouf author^s tafle for jujl exprefi^ 
fiouy is a little offended with Dr. Stennbtt \ be- 
^caufehe, whenfptaking of the covenant which God 

^ Vol. JT. 369. t Volt II- 17^7 3 7-1 • 5 Vob II. ro?. 
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made wirfi the Father of the poft-diluvian world, 

‘ quaintly calls it/ , fays Dr. W., ‘ a tranfa^ion be- 
* tween Him and Noali*.* Few readers of ordinary 
difcernmcnt could, I prefume, have difeovered any 
thing auiifs in the term tranfa 5 iion^ as here ufed. We 
may, therefore, conclude, that Dr. W. has paid the 
moft fcrupulous regard to accuracy in the choice of 
his words, if not to elegance in the turn of his pe- 
riods. Yes, we may naturally fuppofe, that no quainU 
nejps are admitted into his compofition ; much lefs 
vulgarifms, folecifms, or any grofs improprieties of 
ftyle. But whether he be quite fo accurate as one is 
led to expeft, the reader may judge by the particulars 
here fubjoined. 

As to ftngle exprejfms^ and pl^nafcsy we meet with 
the following : Smothered — nibble^baptizations-^ 
vindicable^^God GIVES a covenant grant— 
gijlic overthrow — they take itjlrange — plump againjl 
it— to FOIST in the falvo — nmmage—i/cgrudge—znd 
others of a fimilar kind ; not when ufed in the bur- 
lefque ftyle, but in a ferious mannert. — Whether the 
term quaintly^ or fome other epithet, fliould be applied 
to charafterize Dr. W.’s mode of exprefling himfcif, 
in the annexed particulars, my reader will determine. 
‘ Dreadful feythe ! and no mean mower, to cut fo 
‘ much atone ftroke !* Dr. Stennett having ufed 
thofe proverbial expreflions, He who runs may redd\ 
my opponAit fays, ‘ I walk and read, stand and 
‘ read, meditate and r«ad, pray and read, and yet can- 
‘ not difeern the fenfe he puts on the paflage.* Com- 
plaining of what he confiders as falfe argument, he fays ; 
« The fpecious fophifm Was fupportd, by arbitrarily 

^ Vol. L 156. + Pref. p. vi. Vol. 1 . 233, 273. aSi. 365, 

372, Vol. IJ, 7, 59 » 70 > 344 ' 
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* uniting' what were in themf elves different— -Sup- 

< pofing, without granting, tlie exdufive invariable 

* meaning of the term baptifinj* fignifies to immerfe~ 

^ True belief entitles to that righteoufnefs which faith 
^ regards— God’s covenant of redemption to fallen 

* man— Sinners who live within the pale of fuch a de- 
‘ claration — Plunging is pradlifed by [Mr. B.] and 

* his CONSTITUENTS.’ He elegantly compares re- 
lative holinefs to the eleSiric fluid ; and, fpeaking of 
natural defeent, he calls it a < genealogical chain,’ 
which operates as the ‘ conductor — ^Thofe, in the 

* time of Ezra, [who had married Heathenifh women] 

* were obliged to put off each man his wife— The 
‘ unbeliever is fandified, i. e. his profefled unbelief is 
^ overpowered by the profelTed holinefs of the other 
‘ partner.— This contact may be done — The feet [of 
‘ the Ifraelites] are faid to be tinged at. the brim 
^ of overflowing Jordan’ — The word baptifm is ufed 

< of him who only intinges even his hand.’ He 
fpeaks of perfons being admitted into the church, ^by 
^ having pure water poured on them ; whereby they 

* were tinged, wajhed, or ceremonially purified, 

* that is, baptized’ — A child is brought ‘ into a 
flate' of WETNESS by immerfion’— Baptizing evi- 
dently includes ^ zcontadiion of theperfon and the ele- 
‘ ment. — The rigid votaries of plunging hold the ne- 
‘ celfity of a dipping purification for the validity of 
‘ a true Chriflian Church Memherflip^^h^ Baptifk 
« unwarrantably screw the injfiating rite 'in the vice 
of bigotry* (The laft inftance is equally bright with 
benevolence and with elegance.) , Let the ^e pa- 
^ rent and infant apply to a particular churdi, and 
' the fundamental ground of admilfion is different’— 

* yiy pojfejfm of the mercy fcalcd by my baptifm, is to be 

, enjoyed 
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* ergoyed by faith— oLet us fuppofe, for illuftration* 

* tiSoy that God Jhiuld of old ine^l*.* More fuch 
flowers of elegance might be produced, but thefe are 
fufltcient . 

Having fcle6ted the preceding particulars, in proof 
of my opponent’s admirably nice choice of words, and 
of the elegancies that adorn his compofltion ; let us 
now conlider his accuracy, with regard to grammar. 
Speaking of pofitive precepts under the Jewifh (Eco- 
nomy, he fays ; ‘ It does not follow that any one of 
‘ diefe WERE fo ftriiUy pofitive, as’ — ^and fo on. ‘ The 
‘ qualifications of the fobjecfs of baptifm— is what 

* cannot,’ and fo on. ‘ It may be prefumed-TOUr 

* opponents have fomething very exprefs to urge out 
‘ of the New Teftament, to comiteraft fo ftrong a 
‘ probability in our favour. And furely exprefs 
‘ THEY muft be, to refill the united forces of fuch 

* confidcrations. Thofe objeSf ions which are urged-— 

‘ SAVOURS not a little of the Socinian leaym—T^e 

* both ENDS of a genealogical chain has an appropri- 

* ation to God — ^Nor is foere any more difficulty in 
‘ afeertaining thefe degrees [of parental authority,} 
‘ than in tranladling the common concerns of life, 
‘ where any degree of wifdom and prudence ARC re- 
‘ quired— The reafon why the parent is admitted 

* [into a particular church,] is not becaufe it is bap- 
‘ tized, nor yet becaufe it has a covenant right to all 

* gofpel privileges as baptized ; but becaufe it pof- 

* felTes, over and above the foederal and ceremonial, a 
‘ natural fuitablenefs to enter on this higheft degree 


* Vol. I. ij, 46, 49, t , 6 , 146, i?8, 196, 366, 38;, 397. 
Vol. II. $ 7 , 1 1 1) (N. B. The left is his language in tranflaimg) 
J36, 13', 138, 159, 184, 143, 269,170,363. 
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< of relation— The different adions [of fprinkling, 

• pouring, or inunerfion,] are only different means of 
« attaining a propojisd end* This end is purification 

< by water, to which either of the mentioned means 

* equally Such are the elegant didtion, and 

the grammatical precifion, of my opponent ! 

♦ Vol, I. 87, 18, 95, 202, 271, 366, 378. Vol. II, 243, 374, 
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CHAPTER IL 

0« the little Regard Dr. WxLLitXMS pays to ^lota^ 
tions produced from Ptedobaptljls ; and on his Dif- 
pofition to extort Concejfions from the Baptijis* 

T H E attentive reader of Padobapttfm Examined^ 
and efpecially the fecond edition of that work^ 
muft acknowledge, that the quotations produced from 
Paedobaptift authors, relative to this controverfy, are 
both numerous and remarkable.' So numerous and 
(o remarkable are they, that it is not eafy, if at all 
poflible, to find a parallel inftance, in any fubjedl: of 
difpute among Proteftants. But notwithftanding the 
number of thofe quotations, and ^ 1 ^ high refpeftabi* 
Jity of the authors in general, from whom they were 
extrafted i my op{>oncnt afFe^s to confider them, a$ 
having fcarcely any pertinency of application, or any 
weight in our favour. This muft be obvious to moll 
of his readers ; and particulars will be noticed in die 
following Chapter. 

But though my quotations from Paedobaptifts be 
•efteemed, by Dr. W., as lighter than air ; yet fO 
ftrbng is his predileSion for any thing like a conCcf* 
fion from Baptifts, that he makes them concede, in 
various particulars, by mere inference. Nay, he 
feme times puts their expreflions on the rack, to ex- 
tort concefficgis from them. — 'Fhus, for inftance, by 
diflocating a^few expreflions of mine, relative to the 
mode of adminift ration ; -and by annexing ideas to 
thofe expreflions, which are foreign to their natural 
import ; he reprefeats me as conceding the point 
for which he contends*. But of this 1 have taken 
* Vo!. 11.37 u 
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^me notice already*. Nay, fo extremely fond is he 
concelTions frpm us, that what I have adopted as a 
frincij>le of argument againft ,him, he calls a concef- 

Thus he fpeaks, with reference to Dr. Gale : 

^ In proportion as thofe inflances to which he appeals' 
f as the fupporters of his hypothefir, are incompatible 
with it, while at the fame time they pcrfctSlly agree 
' ^witli that for which I contend i they may be not 
^ implroperly ranked among the conceffions ojf our op- 
^ ponents t** As if the impropriety of an inftance ad- 
.duced, by any polemical author in proof of his point, 
were ufually coijfidered by his opponent as a concef- 
fton ! He again tells us of Dr. Gale’s ^ fur concef- 
^ fion,’ and of his^‘ remarkable conceilions % though 
common capacities,’ I am perfuadcJ, will hai'dly be 
able to fee any thing like a conccifon, in .the paflagcs 
:to which he adveits. 

Dr. W. .infilh that the coiidu£l: of thofe Baptifts, 
who admit Paedobaptifts to communion vdth them 
at the Lord’s tabic, is a praflica! conccfiion, ‘ That 
baptizing by affufion-^ or fprmkHngy is equally valid 
with their own :* and that ^ the baptizing of infants 

* istnot a nullity.’ He adds, ^ K it be faid,.that An- 

* tlp^edobapti ft congregations allow free comrnuiiion 
toPa;dobaptifts^r?^?2^^/)//W(^^ wea(k, What evidence 

^ is there for fuch^an aflertion § V^^What evidence ? 
why the very Titles of their publications in favour of 
Free Communion. For inftance j Water B^ptlfm no Bar 
to Cemmumon : A Mudcjl Plcci for Free Conmunion at 
the Lord's between true Believers of all de^ 

32, 3?. f Vol. JI. 393. J Vcl* II. -i4f, 143, 
i$S* I “7- 
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nminatims^i and others of a fimilar Icind. TFhut 
^evidence? why, their avowed fejitimcnts, as Baptift?, 
compared with their arguments in defence of Free 
CommunioB) afford undoubted evidence of tlie faft. 
Did not Mr^ Bunyan exprefsiy aiT.rt, that ^ baptifni 
^ gives IK iiher being, nor w^^/Z-being to a church ^ :* 
Never, to the beft of my recollection, did I hear of 
more than one Baptift, tint approved of Free Com- 
munion, who, either in any publication, in preaching, 
or in private converfation, ever acknowledged Infant 
Sprinkling to have the cjje i:-: of ChritVnm baptifrn. — 
No, witli that llngle cxCv*[>tion. fo far as my obferva.- 
tion has reached, our Baptiil brethren, who pracLie 
Free Communion, univei filly prefefs* the contrary ; 
and, when defending their conAflCl, the arguments 
ufed by them proceed on a Jilfercnt ground. S'hey 
nevci* pretend to receive l^seJobaptlfl Shinto communi- 
on, bccaufe they confuLr them as realh\ though not in 
themoft agreeable manner, baptized; for, to the beft 
of my knowledge and information, that is denied, with 
the foregoing excepiioa, by every individual anaonj 
them. The avowed ground on which many of them 
proceed, is ; If my Pit'Johpti/I brother he fatife^ in 
his OWN MIND, thet he is 7\^hl/y baptized^ he is fi TO 
HiMSELFf^ Which reminds me of that faying of 
Vasques; ‘If any man think that to be a rdique 
< of a faint, which indeed is not fo, he is not frufliate 
^ of themerit of his d:?votion J.’ — 'Vh^ir pr <4 /Ji:e alfois 
evidence oWt. For do they not f demnly imrnerfo, on 
a profeflion of faith, thofc who have been fpriukled 

* /Foris Vol. I. p. Ocl:iv. F;!ir. Ffc my for 

the Baptijis^ p. 4.^, 44, 4;;, i;?^. f Si t i:iv Ay>^. for the 
Bapt'ifisy p. 59, + la C lakkson's Dh\ ojU i/Zo P- *^57. 
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in their infajicy ? yet they (lo not confider themfcivcs 
as guilty of Anahapttf?ti.^ but profefs to deteft it as 
much as any other people. But, did they confider 
Infint fprinkling as m//baptifm, they mufl:, on their 
own principles, ftand con\'i<3:cd of Anabaptifm, when- 
ever they iniincrfc a perfon who had been fprinkled. — 
Dr, W. adds, ‘ If any aic propofed to ftricl fellow - 
* fhip, who, according to their own judgment and 
‘ profelTion, v^rre 7icver baptized^ — they are never ad~ 
< mitted, if I miftake not, without previous baptifm 
B\it my opponent is here under a great miftake ; for 
ftubboin fads lie againft this view of the caf;. Of 
this I have related one inftiuice, in my Apology for the 
Baptijh t ; to Mliicb, were it needful, 1 could eafily 
add another. It is not therefore a fad, that they do 
confider ^baptifm as an ejfential prcrequifUe for Chi-if- 
^ tian Communion;];.’ d'he late Mr. R, Rocinsov, it 
is well known, was a fircnuoiis advocate for Free 
Communion, and publifhed in defence of that praev 
tice; hut, as appears from his llijhry of Bnptifm^ no 
one is further from confidering pouring or fprinkling 
as real bajitifn, than he was. 

Dr. W. appearing to have read Mr. Bunyak's 
publications on the fubjee% and my Apology ' for the 
Baptrfis ; I am a little furpr»fed to find him appealing 
to our bre^hren who practite h ree Communion, as 
conceding the point, with regard to imnierfion : be- 
caufe there is, if I miftake not, in thofe'publications, 
plenty of evidence that they do not confider Infant 
fprinkling as having in it the e/Tence of baptifiru 
But my opponcjit v/ants concefEons i is in fearch of 

* Vd. IT. I JO, I StT Aix-\ pu 45, 46. 

J Vol. JJ. i ' 

conceiSom ; 



Chap. Il.j made by the BupUffu 53| 

; rnti wicboiif ^'('riccllions, either vcrKiI 
or ])Mei:icai 5 from A;ifjj'-:t*dobaj)tills, he e:innot be 
CD.’Ujnti'th— -As to the ceiiUirc which, on this (wa- 
h.; i, dies on me, for bciji^ ‘ ileliitute of brotherly 
^ inio.i- aiicl the compliment lie implicitly 
pay-, a> aboiiPAiinp, m the excrcife of that 

\ irna'i’jjj diA'ofitii)!! ; 1 ih.iil oiile Ptv, tihif it is jiot 
( r i.'imo, or p^nti.s, which I ccntniJ, but what I 
con.'ider as truths or as dats- It is n(-t perfovs^ but 
tn:ys :u\d ru^jKji/Icy -ie:^ tliat I mean to op[ /o fc : nor 
clows it make any cijiRTcnce, as to my conJuift in 
inatters of this kind, whether thole evils be found 
Bapfills or Ihtdohapti Its, 

bn exdremcly fnid of conceiilrt^; is Dr. W., that 
Ik cl'fl..'s a jiLfnihcr of perfons under the character 
cd A.itipirdohaptjly^ who profcftetlly dider as iraicii 
from Us, with regard to the nuvde, as they do fronii 
liimfelf, in rcTpcdl of the fubjeaS ; and ought, there- 
fore, on both fulcs, to be lift out of ih: qiielfion. 
Of this number are fame of the iVIennonites in H(d- 
land ; and fo was the late Mr. PAliot ; in reference 
to whom our author Ciys; It is ‘a faCf, that fyme 
‘ Antipredobaptifts rejeef immerfion, on conviction of 
^ the p?'efcr(^a'r of afpcM'fion or aFufon, from a ftried cx- 
‘ aniinirion of fcriptime* evidence. Kot to mention the 
^ Antipit*d(fc.pfi(ts ot ll^'diand, of horn it is faiJ, 
‘ rri^t they ^ohiaioyfy rfe I iliad prefent the 

^ iCvidn* jjol» only with the* -j^huyd but alf) with the 
‘ r£<v/kA7V> of an A %' r i p/rooH ap'i ;s'i*, who has 
‘ i -.l;dy pubiilh-d on this fubje-A.’- .-IIv* then gives a 
cpifa/dc'n from Mr. lA.i.n/r's Bam.phl 't, cjitirled, 
D.pp'^r^ firj Bjpt '/^uiy; — a* cotitinued uuotation, for 

^ V..1. n M 
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iixtecn jpages together*. After which he immediately 
adds; ‘ There is little need of an apology^ (at Icaft 
^ to Mr, ' B.) for the quaritky of quotation here pro- 
‘ duced ; as the arguments urged by this AntiPjE- 
‘ noBAPTisT writer, arc, perhaps no less weighty 
‘ md psrii?t€7:t than all Mr. B/s boafted conceffions 

* ptit together f.’ On this I would make a few re- 
marks. 

• Little need of an apology.- 7 rue ; if the quan- 
tity of quotation were the crJy thing to be con- 
fidered : biit not fo, if all circimifiances be duly re*^ 
garded. We have rcafon here to complain of our au- 
thor, for an oblique mifrepref^ntation, relative to the 
Mennoiiites, and ter. Mr. Elliot : becaufe he applies 
to them, as well as to us, and without any mark of 
diftindtion, tlie name of Jnupadohaptifs \ as if they 
profefledly agreed with us, both in regard to the 
mode and fubje£l of b'aptifm. Yet, as to Mr. Elliot,. 
my opponent knew^ and as to fome of the Menno- 
nites, he inignt have known,, that they avowedly differ 
fiom us, refpeding the mode of adminift ration : fo 
that v/lun they argue for pouring or fprinkling, they 
defend thrir own pravSiice. They cannot, therefore, 
be confidered as Antipadohapii/is^ in that latitude of 
meaning which bclimgs to the cliaradler, when ap- 
plied to us. I'hree times over our author has ufed 
that characSeriftic denomination, with rcierence to all 
the Mennonites in Holland, and to Mr. Elliot, 
without the leafl intimation of any profefled difference 
in fentiment and condudl, between them and us. He 
calls them Jutipesdohaptijls^ f:)r aught that appears to 
the contrary, in the very fame fenfe^ as when he fo de- 

• Vol. ir. 115— XJ5, fVol. II. 135. 
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nominates the Dodtors, Galp, Gill^ and Sten- 
nhtt: y:t he mail know that there is, in regard to' 
h ' nir*n, an e[f.n*-id difference between them. Thus* 
he i ii Mi leib infjrtned readers to draw an infer- 
cjice that is entiivly £Jfe.— the ].in;^itage of' 
Dr. W. is adapted to make his reader conclude, tlut- 
all the Du:dt Mennonites, in tlieir common praclice, 
life aiTuhon : which is far r.o!n Ixine; a fact*.- That- 
the late l\Ir. Elltot was again-l the bapti'/aiig 
of infajits, is a faefc : ;md fo was nr Barclay.* 
Rut it is equally plain, th it>. as far as appears, ncjthef 
of them ever called himfclf a nor w’as ever 

fo coniiticrcd by others. I'he coidiqncnce is,- Dr.* 
Vv'. owes to his rerdeis in gcneyil an acknowiedg-' 
rnent of culpabh InaJverter.q^ foT fuch ;vn indifcriini- 
nate ufc of the term, Antip^dobapujlu 

Again: We have reafon to complain of my oppo- 
nent, with reference to his favourite Aatipiedobaptif!,r 
Mr. Elliot, in another view% Fct he exhibits 
Mr. Elliot as agreeing with hinifelf, refpefling tlie 
made of adminiftialion. Whereas it is evident, an 1*^ 
Dr. W. could not but know it, that while he liimfelf 
confiders immerfion, pouring, and fprinkling,* as* 
^ equally lawful and cqu^dly valid Air. Elliot" 
boldly afierts, and labours to prove, that immerhon is 
vM lawful — is not valid — is wrt' bapbiin. 7 his is, 
peifjifly ligrgeaMe to the title of his pamphht, which 
LS y Du p / NO T ImU 1 1 z But oi t) i is D r. W , 
no more’ approves, 1 prefume, than vve. Bor, as if 
he had intended to oppe-fj tins peculiarity ol Mr. 
Elliot, he favs.; ‘7 hey muff: be uncandld^ and 

^ Vide //i^. Mefniofin,i) ii?f/f by SoiVN i aad Air. Robim* 
^q:\\ U'ji of B-ip* p. 54 :» 54'. 
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* perhaps imprudent^ who deny irnmerfion to be a 

* <pccies of baptizing^'.’ With what candour, or 
prudence, then, could my opponent palm on the 
public fuch a mifreprcfentatioii of Mr. Elliot’s 
views, under the notion cf his being an Antlpadobap- 
fijt ? He fliould have candidly informed his readers, 
that Mr, f.LLioT neither was, nor pretended to be 
a Baptlji ; and alfo l:o have fettled the matter^between 
that author and hinifelf, relative to the ‘ eflcntiality’ oi 
pouring, or of fprinkling; before he had produced 
him againft us.-— Dr. W\ is very defirous of obtain- 
ing concefftons in favour cf his caufe. But as, in the 
writings of Baptifts, they are extremely fcarce, and 
yet muft be procured from one and another that are 
called Antipadohaptijii \ he knew not how to do bet-r 
ter than, ‘ having recourfe^ to his glafles and wiping 

* them clean,’ to feek xhtm in the publications of 
thofe who are, as to the mode of adminiftration, our 
avowed oppofers. — His readers may juftly demand an 
tqiology, though not for the length of his quotation 
from Mr. Elliot,, yet for commending it, as being 

* perhaps, no lefs weighty and pertinent than all Mr* 
^ B/'s boafted conceffions put together !’ Becaufe, 
thofe who perufe my Padobaptifm Examined muft 
have obferved tliat, befides mere conceffions, I have 
produced Jirong ajfertions and various arguments^ in 
favour of immerfion, from thofe whom ^11 the world 
confidered as Pjedobaptists. Nor fliould they for- 
get, that what he calls ‘ Mr. B.’s boajled con- 

* ceffions,* were all made, a very few excepted, by 
thofe who pra^lifed pouring, or fprinkling. But was 
there any diing fimilar in the profeffion, or the con- 
duft, of Mr. Elliot ? Nothing at all^ of which I 

# VoL Ji. i j9i. 
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ever heard. Whatever, therefore, either of plaufibility 
or force, Dr. W. may fuppofe his reafoning to con- 
tain, confidered as an Author ; yet no impartial reader 
can look npon it, as having the leaft pertinency of ap- 
plication, in the prefent cafe, when reprefented as 
coming from an Antipadohaptljl. 

My opponent knows, that Mr. Elliot, in the 
fame Pamphlet, argues profefTedly againft the right of 
irfants to baptifin. With . equid rcafon might I, 
therefore, had his publication then appeared, have in- 
troduced him as a zealous defender of fprinkUng ; and 
have made a long quotation from him againft Infant 
"baptifm. But had I fo done, anij^then, like Dr. W., 
boafted of the advantage ’'to our caufe afforded by it, 

[ what would Padobaptifts have thought of my con- 
dudft ? Would they not, in one view, have reprobated 
my difingenuity; and, in another, have ridiculed 
my puerility ? 

But why, in the name of common fenfe, does my 
opponent boaft fo much of Mr. Elliot, as a power- 
ful coadjutor ? and why fhould that Antipaedobaptift 
be fiich a favourite with him ? For it is evident* that 
if Mr. Elliot be right, Dr. W. is wrong — ^habitu- 
ally wrong, in theory ; and occafionally wrong, in 
praftice. Becaufc he uniformly maintains, in regard 
to the former, that a folemn immerfion is legitimate 
Chriftian J)aptifm; which Mr. Elliot ftrongly 
denies : and becaufe he exprefsiy fays, ‘ If baptizing 
‘ be neither more nor lefs than dippings I have the 
‘ certainty of fometimes baptizing infints which 
his admired ‘ Antipa'dobaptift' will by no means ad- 
mit, but labours to prove it a nullity. Whether this 
condudi of Dr. W. come under the notion of logical 
Felo de fe^ I muft leave the impartial to judge.— It is 
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clear, however, all-martial as my opponent fome- 
times appears, when he profefles * to confront,' to 
‘ break, and to rout’ a whole ‘ phalanx’ at once," and 
V/ithout auxiliaries; that he is, neverthelcfs, liable 
to be deceived in the efrimatc he forms of his ‘ mer- 

* cenary forces’. For, in order to facilitate his con- 
o/ieft over the Baptifts, he engages an ally, and treats 
him with fingular honour ; who, far from being true 
to the triift repofed in him, is ungrateful to his com- 
mander, by fighting equally with Baptifts and P«do- 
baptifts. 

Lightly as Dr. W. affeifts to efteem the teftiinonies 
and oonceflions of learned Paedobaptifts, when pro- 
duced by me ; he is quite willing their aflertions and . 
verdift Ihould be held in high eftimation, when favour- 
able to the pradlice of pouring, or of fprinkling. 
For to prove „this pofition, ^ Baptize^ and baptiftr^ 

* at leaft when facramentally ufed, are generic 

* terms he produces a long lift of names. Yes, 
to ufe his own elegant language, in a fimilar cafe, 
he * rummages’ authors, and ^ mufters together’, no 
lefs than forty quotations, ‘ which he iinagirtes greatly 
‘ aflift his caufj But there is an cflential differ- 
ence, with regard to pertinency luid force, between 
my quotations and his. The former were taken from 
authors that were confcfledly our oppqfers. The 
iatter^ from thofe whom he confiders as the profeffed 
friends of his own caufe. And though exceptions 
might juftly be made to the manner in which fomc 
of his witneffes are introduced, as bearing their tefti- 
niony; yet, waving this for the prefent,‘none can 
wonder that thofe who pouring, or fprinkling, 
(hould fpeak in favour of it, and endeavour to vindi- 
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cate their own conduct. But it is very remarkable that 
fjnfible and learned Proteftant authors, who conftantly 
adopt that mcxle of proceeding, ihould Ciy fuch things 
us, byriatuiul and necc/Tary confcqucnce, prove Infant 
fpriakiing an illsgitiaiatepra£iicc. 

That there is a wide and an efTcntial difFerence, in 
the argiwii'72tum ad b^mlnem^ between the aflertions of 
avowed friends, and the teftimonics, or the conceflions, 
of piofjflcd oppofers, Dr. W. himfelf has taught us,- . 
For, qaotinga few lines from Dr. (tale andDr. GiLL, 
relative to the Jcwlfli profclyre baptifin, and when 
reflefting on what they have laid,, he thus [proceeds ; 

‘ Therefore it appears with fuperior evidence^ fiom the 

* tcflimony of thefe competent /T^td unexception- 

‘ A3LE WITNESSES, that baptifm was V'cll known,. 

* as a ceremonial and purifying rite, prior to the 
‘ Cl.riflain jera*’. — Now though, if I may ‘ Ihew my 

^ opinion’, what Dr. Gale and Dr. Gill have faid* 
is very little to the purpofe of Dr, W. ; yet hence 
ir is cl ear^ that when learned opponents bear teftirnony, 
cither for our Brethren, or for usj they are to be 
COnfldcrcdaS^ COMPETENT and UNEXCr.PTION4flLE^ 
‘ WITNESSES.’ This muft be the cafe; except our 
autlior can prove, either, that P.edobaptilln isjuftly* 
entitled to a monopoly of this kind of evidence; or, > 
that no witnefles are compctc?it and unexceptionahU 
for fuch a purpofe, except they be Baptifls: neither 
cf which, •! prefume, will be attepiptcd by him. 
He deferves, hov/ever, my grateful acknowledgments, 
for fo freely and fo emphatically adopting this princi- 
ph of argmnentation. Having fuch an exam[>le, 
and fuch an authority, I fhall therefore confider myPwIf 
as“ completely warranted, while difputing with him. 


• V0J.II.7.31. 
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to take it for granted; Thai in whatever cafe learned 
Pcpdobaptijls bear tejiimony in cur favour^ they are 
COMPETENT AND UNEXCEPTlONABll WITNESSES* 

To this principle, Providence aflifting, I fliall fre- 
quently recur: and it gives me peculiar pleafure ta 
think of the warm approbation with which it will 
meet from Dr. W., whenever it fliall be prefented to 
his notice. The reader alfo, I truft, will pay to this 
datum a due regard. 

The propriety and importance of this principle, in 
polemical writings, being well known to my opponent ; 
and the ufe I made of it, in Padobaptifm Examined^ 
being fo frequent ; Aere is no reafon to be furprifed 
that he fliould endeavour by all means, to avail himfelf 
of it whenever it was in his power. But as teftimo- 
nies and conceffions, in favour of Infant fprinkling, 
from the pens <of Baptifts, are a very fcarce commo- 
dity; and as his pretence of having ‘given a full 
^ reply^ to my book would have made but an aukward 
appearance, if he had not produced fomething called 
conceflions from usj he felt himfelf obliged to accept 
the boft he could obtain. In this extremity what could 
he have done better than, hytnere inference^ to make us 
concede various things ; and to produce, under the name 
of Antip^edobapti/ls^ thofe who, in regard to the mode 
of adminiftration, are as far from being Baptf fts as him- 
felf. — Differ, however, as he and I do, about feme other 
things, we are perfectly agreed in this ; That learned 
dppenenis^ in matters whkii they direftly concede, 
are competent and unexceptionable wit- 
nesses* Npr can I ‘help wilhing that he mayalivays 

* abi4<| by this principle, in hopes tliat it might tend 

• to introduce an amicable union/ 


CHAP. 
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.chapter III. 

On Dr. U’'s Pretence-t that his Book includes a FUtt 
Reply to my Peedobaptlfm Examined. 

‘ 

T hat the reader of Jntipadobaptlfm Examined^ 
is taught by our author to confider it as a com- 
plete anfwer to my book, appears, not only from the 
language of his Titlepage, but alfo from that of his 
Preface. For, fptzkingof Padobaptifm Examtnedy and 
of his own defign relative to that work, he tells us that 
the taflc he impofed upon himfelf.was, ‘ not to nibble 
^ at fomc of the branches of his lately tree, but to 
* lay the axe of oppofite principles to the root of it; 
* not to uncover a little here and there of his building, 
* to find a few faults in quotations, tra!hflations, and 
* the like, but to undermine the foundation. The 
‘ principal grounds of reafoning I have endeavoured 
‘ conftandy to keep in viewj and my aim is through- 
* out to fhew that the principles of Proteftants and 
‘ Non-conformifts, taken in their only true fenfe and 
* force, are either mifunderftood or mifreprefentedhy 
^ my opponent, and confequently his reafoning upon 
* them, which derives all its plaufibility from that MIS- 
< REPRESEifTATiON, is inconclufive^". 

How various and how formidable, is the appearance 
of this opponent ! Do you confider thefyftem of quo- 
tations and arguments contained in my book, under 
the metaphor of aftately tree? He appears bearing an 
axe, and, with menacing. afpe£l, he lays it in a moft 
unmerciful manner to the root. Do you contemplate 


Preface, p. vi# 
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the ftime per foriTiance under the notion of an edifice} 
lie comes f;rth with all the terrible apparatus of a 
f]:5]fal enghicer; and, in a trice, he Taps its deep foun- 
dations. 'The tree, v/i;h all its beautiful ramifications 
and verd int lionours, lies in the duR'. d'hc Ldifice, with 
all its cofily workmanihip and elegant furniture, finks 
in ruins. So terribly deRnictive arc lire wee, pons ur.J 
tl'iC atta('I:s cf niy opponent! Alas, for ihe'e, poor 
djhaptipii Excuniiied^ how art thou fallen I — fo fallen 
in the efiinate of J)r. W., as never to rife again ' 
—But, ruppofing the fediric to he djnuliihcd, yet 
as it docs not apj)car that my opponent, like Jofliua 
refpeiling Jericlio, has denojiiced an awful anuiJiema 
on him who fliall dare to rebuiul the fillen flr u^bare, 
its re-cdiiication maybe lawful. It feems expedient, 
however, forme to examine, whether behave, in re- 
jtllft', ^ undei'inined’ the building-; or whether he have 
only, ^ ui’covercd a little here and there’ — whether 
he have, indeed, extirpated the tree; or W’hcthcr he 
have merely^ /v/V'/'/V./ at f )me of the branches.’ — It be- 
hoves me, notwithifanding, before I proceed in this 
examination, to confider that Jdvcrc empire which is 
CoJitaincd in tlv* paftagel have ]n{l cjuoted. 

W. tells his read ji’, that 1 have eifr.r mipiudcr* 
Jioo<P ox ?n}frfpycfi'}iicdyi}\c principles ‘ (.-f ?rotv Rants 
^ and NonconformiRs :’ and that, from ilvs ‘‘ Aiisiti:- 
‘ PRESHKT ation’, mv reafotiiiig der ives all its plaufi- 
bdity. Now, by contraRing niijrcprffcnti’d witli }n.f- 
lindcrfnod j aiiJ by I'cpeatmg the fornicr iiiea, tliough not 
the latter; he inanifellly impeaches the ivetiiuJe of 
my intemion. Butwliether 1 ought to coiiuJer this 
as the languagcor;/xV/r/iv ricnc)\ or a> a //r//«^;T./i“'npfXU'h« 
mentof my integrity, 1 dare rjot afllrt. If tlvjy?r;//rr, 
candour demands that it fliould be overl x'.kr J. If the 
httcr^ I knovv^ not Iiow to reconcile it vvrih his pro- 

feflbd 
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fefTed cftccm for n^y character, as elteu here expr*. iTed " j 
I boldly deny the charge, and carneiibr call upc'Ji him to 
prove his afl'erlitm. 

That He. \V^. has c')vfr::it::i — tliat he h.is cn- 
tL-.-oai-'i; to breaks and entir;.iV to wiiat he 

clegaiiily v,aiis inv *■ U)j)iiiiiie\d phalanx,’ i^ tloiihl- 
Lfs a llui: but wheth-.-r, eJtrr a'l the tlipiies; 
of liis })()]eniical prow^N, Pii\r)luit tijm /'x^r-Ph-.i 
be com[)]elely contiUed, is to lome p. ojdie donliihij^ 
;rnd ni.iy iu'.Uy bear an ciupairy. 'i'u tin’s eiupilry, 
th :r . fore, let i ! > now aj>n] v. 

The aV.’/.'/, or princijul prc'unds of arpumenf, .il! 
tln'oiijh mv perrv>rnKiiKo, u'eio r. ko’i fir'in Ihi-iob.ijv* 
tMls. 'i iKl'e (L'i i <ire, to e'er/y/ '/o' 

(f \vh .t \vl' alien, and pr:}:ci/:i's cl' reedoniity ; as 
every inteb . nu reader oi Pii\Ul‘iipt ’/•■7 L v / ves 'r7nuiif 
have o’nf e veJ. Such were tlu‘ t'e>'Cs, (>.1 which I 
prccecdcdi in every branch of tlie and vhat 

rtv r-ppon fi)'S relaiiw' to t-nit Ivd'-n) of (pnit.i- 
lions which I have produced hoin ihedo’p.ijnjf! - , nul^^ 
i/JW be* crvdvicred, — Il irciv, ludee I, be oin.Tved in 
general, tini h: treats them ;> fob’s Lc'/iathan t^vnts 
bralh and i'.on, like a s/ rot^ n while, 

V, 'hat he i:s p'-eefed to call, .^eeW/o/o e.re Coji- 

fiJered by bi n as poi^ited. fpjjn, :in ’ .u. bajb-;d arrows 
—htteclto fierce our c:u;!e O’ t!ie vrv heart, an 1 to 

perform tcj'ribl.- c?ceeulio!i. Ki.i h ■, :i\ on lonie 

other occalioas, ^nuilter ;u> M «• ;']u.i,-rete>iis ; 

or, in the true Ipirlt o{ p /;e’'‘'.u.ai lu’uvl'n, ‘ c )jd.f)nt, 
^ break, and rout’ mv f|uemi'e?v> n: loi v. ; inter .in col- 
Icdicd into a ‘ ph.denx’, or as in do. \;!> • I p ini'-s : but 
he conhders them as alniuil unwonlye (*1 Ids notice. 

Sfi, I. Pitf. p. ix- 1 1. 4*7* 

Yes, 
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Yes, whatever teftimonies the moft learned and emi- 
nent PredohaptlJishzvQ given in our favour, he treats 
as it little more than ‘ fhowing his opinion,’ were quite 
cr.ough to deter them from appearing more or Icfs on 
our fide of the queftion, and to drive them fiom the 
field. 

Thus, then, Dr, W.; ^ My judgment entire! v fails 

* me if a very great nimber of thefe quotations are 

< not perfedly confiftcnt with the praftice of the per- 
‘ foils quoted*.’ Here he barely ‘/hews his opinion.* 
— — ^ 1 here is not one of all the quotations from Pxdo- 
‘ baptift writers contained in the firft part of his Peedo- 
‘ haptijm Exanuned-i concerning the nature of i*ofitive 

* inftitutions, but is perfectly confident with Pa*dobap- 

< tift Principles I-.’ Ipfc dixit. — ^ Mr. B.’s third Chap- 
^ ter is entitled, The Deftgn of Baptifm : or Fa6ls 
^ and Blejftngs reprefented by it^ both in regard to our 
‘ Lord^ and his Dfciples. And under this title he 

* mujlcrs together no Icfs than fifty-fix riedobaptifl: 

* writers; who, having made fome concclfions rcfpeti't- 

* ing the propriety and exprelfivencfs of immcrliou 
« to feprefent the fat^s of Chrift’s death, burial, and 
‘ refijrreftion, he imagines greatly afiiiB his caufej.’ 
No lefs than fifty-flx Prrdohapti/} ivritcn, T'hen, by 
bis own nil?,; wc have fftyfix ^competent and iincx- 

* ccptionablc witnefles’ in our favour, wiiii tx^o-ard to 
ther/^y?^?/ of baptifm . — Made /c'w concessions. Nay, 
rather, the generality of them arc Jirong afcrtioyxs^ 

and in the molf direcl manner to our puq-ofe. He 

imagines they greatly ajftj) his ca?dl\ Yes; much 
more than thofe forty P.Tdobapti ft authors, ^ muftered* 
by Dr. W. in favour of pouring and of fprinkling. 

* Vol. I. 19. f Vul. I. ^9, J Vul.I. 180. 

' For, 
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For, in the latter cafe, they arc only dcfcniiir*^^ their 
own pradlicc; and thcrefoiv are not ‘ 

* witaeflcs/ — ^ WHiat Mr. B. cites '^CG^iccffi':}:^ honi — 
‘ profiled Pxdobaptiils, fiiould be inulcrllood in the 
M'enfe juP proj^ofed [by Dr, VV.J — It Is extremely 

* ■* p !e, nat' hi-hlv uneharitabk to liipp<.i'c, that 

* tiieic v:,wwv,iit charaeici'S Opni!.! be <’ mable of io chir- 
^ j contradiction, as to iv-hhaiv l -iileof the word 

* w>e3>?T£uw Ijicompatiblc with iiihint tlifelplelliii) and 

* baptiiin — Exfrnfh'Iy ifnt>r'Auibli' — uiiLihiri^ 
table. liuleed ! So, then, we muft eoniider learned 
Ihedubapiiils as abkdutely incapable of la\lne; at^y 
thing which, in its ncceibirv confi'qncnces, is inimi- 
cal to Infant f])rink.ling ! Piivilegcd wdth a patent of 
conhflciic}', you hazard yciur duia^lcr for candour 
iin.d for charity, if you endeavour to make it appear, 
that any ot them have io inteiprcicd the word uaO'/iTcuw 
ns to exclude the Idea of navAmn inf^vits being tbt 
nrsciPLKs ofjt'jits Chrij}. Whereas, detached from 
the love of hypothells, one fhould rather have thought, 
that it would hav'c been confidercd as an inlult ii[)oii 
ihcir Icarrdng and common fenfe, to rL-prefent them as 
maintainiiig any fuch thing. But let the reader, for 
his own fatisfacdi(ni, perufe their fiyingsj-. — \Vhat 
v.n admirably cafy method my opponent has cd* defend- 
ing his caufe ! Paedobaptifm mull be iupported*, and 
therefore, J'^;eclo!'»apliil:> muf} be con.'illent. Beenufe 
it would bje a flianvlul thing indeed, for anvot their 
ininclphx^ to beat variance with tin ir praelice: the 
vef y iae.; of which Dr. W. can by no means admit. 
But migiit not the Ronun Cath•Jlic^5 with e4ual pro- 

^ b f. ^ t In Fx'i''.. I'. ■? I ; — i::. hfd 
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pfiety avail themfelves of the {'ame plea, in anfvy^^' 
to fimilar charges that are laid againft theni by ? m.- 
tcftanis ? Here, as on various other occafions, our 
author ‘ xhews his opinion^ 5 but, certainly, he does not 
‘ anfw-er his part.’ 

Again : ‘ His quoting any, who fprinkle the fub- 
)eiSl and pronounce him hapttztd^ can anfvvcr no 
‘ other purpofe than to amuf‘ and dazzle die eye ot" 
' a fuperncial bbferver ■*.’ fvd^uft the quotationr, 
then, to anfwer our purpofe, be taken from them, 
if fuch there be, v/ho pour, or fprinkle, water on 
the fubjedt, and pronounce him ttnhapUzed? If fo, 
the quotations could not be extradlcd, according to 
the plan of my book, from Pxdthaptijh ; no, nor 
yetfi om BapUjls. Becaufc i\\^ latter arc as far from 
acknowledging pouring, or fprinkling, to be baptlfm \ 
as the former are from expressly condemning their 
own condudd-'-According to iny opponent, the caufe 
of Paedobaptifm is in the moft fmgularly hapjw fitu- 
ation, with regard to conceflions, whicli might, appa- 
rently, be pleaded againft it, from the writings of 
Psedobaptifts. For, whatever they afllrt, or what- 
ever diey concede, refpedting the mode of adminif- 
tration ; it cannot be of any fervicc to olir caufc, ex- 
cept they plainly declare that the fubjed-, on whom 
water has been only poured, or fprinkled, is 7iot bap^ 
tt%ed. In other fubjedi's of polemical difeuCion you 


may forcibly plead the conceflions of adverfarles, v/ho 
are far from explicitly giving up the point in difpute ; 
but fo peculiaily favoured is the caufe of Infant 
fprinkling, that nothing Ihort of this will do to be 
pleaded againft it, by way of conceffion. It is there- 
fore impoffible that learned, wife, and upright Pjedo- 
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bagtifts, let them lay whatever they may, fhould 
beir'any teftimonies, or make any concclTions, in our 
favour; for none but a fool, a maniac, or an hypo- 
crite, will ever exprefsly give up the point he profeff- 
edly (lefencls, 

^ Our opponents— ought to prove, — that the au- 
‘ thors tliey produce, as countenancing their fenti- 
^ ments, 7icvcr acknowledge^ that other modes of 
^ facramcntal wafliing, are equally valid with that 
‘ of dipping. Till they prove this — they prove no- 
^ thing'^’ Indeed! But then we muft alfo prove, 
either that fuch authors are members of the G^’eek 
Church; or that they arc Baptijh\ or, at leall,. 
that they are not P^rdohaptijlsj in, the coinmon accep- 
tatidh of the term : and tlie producing of fuch authors 
would be as foreign to the purpofe, as that of my op- ‘ 
ponent, when he quotes Mr. Elliot’s pamphlet, 
entitled, Dipping not Baptizing. — ‘On® of his read- 
‘ ers at leaft, judges, that what he has produced from 
^ Paedobaptift writers, as concelTions, no more regard 
^ the leading point in difpnte than — (1 was going to 
‘ fay) the firjl verfe of the firji book of Chronicles.^ Adam^ 
^Shethj Enojhd I'hen I may adopt that elegant excla- 
mation of our author; ‘Dreadful feythe, and no 
‘ mean mower, to cut fo much at one ftroke !’ Then, 

I will add, my quotations are no more to the purpofe, 
than his ap^al to the third Chapter of Genefis, in 
proof that jnfants are entitled to baplifm. 

But he proceeds thus : ‘ For the immediate queftlon 
‘is, — whether the legal, the ceremonial., or facra^ 

^ mental fenfe of the word excludes, abfolutely excludesiy 
‘ every other idea but immerfon ? No.conceffion fliort 
‘ of this is of any real fervice to our opponent’s 
* Vol. 11. 4, 5. 
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* caufe c6nccJJio\f, Jbort of this* But fuch,> 

conceffion would prove, as already obferyed, that tire 
authors were either members of the Greek Church, 
or Baptifts, or hypocrites. For, whoever ferioufly 
concedes that the word haptifm * excludes, ahfo- 
^ lutely excludes every other idea but immerfion"^ 
cannot, in the common acceptation of the term, be 
confidered as a P adobaptijl* Or If, after having 
made fuch a conceffion, he praftife pouring, or 
fprinkling, without giving any intimation of his judg- 
ment being altered, he muft be viewed as having 
condemned his own condu£}, and as afting the part 
of a hypocrite. — Dr. W/s difl:in£l^ion between the 
legal^ or ceremonialy^ and philological fenfe of the word 
baptfriy will be confidered in another place. 

< If it be faid, that fuch conceffions favour their 
^ pra^ice^'ltt the unwary know, that this is only* 

* fubftituting a mean fophifm in the room of folid izr- 
^ gumenu For if they only prefer^ for reafons that 
‘ appear to them conclufive, their plunging to our 
‘ pouring or fprinkling, they are cordially welcome 
‘ to adhere to that pradiice, as the Greek church 
< does ; but let them not uncharitably condemn and 
‘ nullify the baptifmal practice of all Chriftendom be- 
‘ fides f .* — Cordially welcome ! Generous language, 
compared with that of his favourite A ntipsedobaptift, 
Mr. EitiOT ! — Js the Greek church docs'y hut let 
them not nullify the pr office of all Chrijirn/lom hefdcs* 
As if thofe who praftife immerfion were, compara- 
tively, a very fmall number ! whereas, if we may 
credit learned Paedobaptifts, they conftitute about one 
half of that part of the world called Chrijlian* 


^ Vol. II. 5> 6. 


t Vol. II. 6. 
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if, alfo, the Greek Church admitted pouring, or 
fprinkling, to be real baptifm! contrary to what 
Paedobaptifts themfelves have fald, whom our author 
has taught us to confider as ‘ competent and unexcep- 
^ tionable witnefles.’ To the teftimonies refpedling 
that particular, in Padobaptijm Examined*^ I will 
add the two followings Schubertus; ‘It is the 

* opinion of the Greeks, that the true baptifm of Chrift 

* is adminiftered, not by the application of water in any 
‘ way j but by immerfion^ or by hiding the perfon to 

* be baptized under water Russian Cate- 
chism: ‘ This they [the Greek Church in Ruffia,] 

‘ hold to be a point necejfary^ that no part of the 
^ child be undipped in the water J/ — ‘ But if/ fays 
Dr. W. ‘ by our pra^ice be intended, the plunging 
‘ of thofe perfons, who had been before fprinkled in 
^ the name of the facred Trinity, under pretence that 
^ the latter was no hapufm\ the fophiftical infinuation, 

that this p 7 'a^ice is countenanced by the venerable 
‘ lift of Psedobaptifts which he quotes, deferves a 
‘ fevere reprchenfion But what ground has my 
opponent for this branch of his alternative ? Have I 
any where infinuatcd, that the authors whom I qjiote 
intended to promote our caufe ? That they have faid 
fuch things as, by natural and neceflary confequence, 
are inimical to Pa?dobaptifm, I have endeavoured to 
prove. I have, however, always quoted and repre- 
fented them •as Pa;dobaptifts ; nor can Dr, W, deny 
it. — The celebrated Mr. Claude being blamed, in 
a fimilar manner, by Mr. Arnaud, refpefting fome 

Vol. I. p. 267, a68, 2S9, 290. f hfiiiut. ^eolog. Polr'tn. 
Pars II. Cap. iii. §. 12. t RuMafi p. 73. Lon Jem, 

SVui.Ii;:. 
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quotations from Arcudius, replies: ‘I alledge Ar- 
‘ CUDXUs to confront him with himfelf, concerning 
^ fome truths, and matters of faft, which do now 
< and then efcape him ; after the fame manner as I 
* would quote Cardinal PrRRON, and Bellarmin, 
'‘and Mr. Arnaud himfclf: net as witnejfes that 
^ believe what I would ccKiclude ; but as perfons wf^ 
‘ affirm things^ from whence i conclude what 
‘ THEY THEMSELVES DO NOT BELIEVE Juft 
fuch is my condu£l. Dr. W. may, therefore, take 
to himfclf that ^ fevere rcprehcnfion’ of which he 
fpeaks, for producing againlf us, under the notion of 
an jfntipa^dobapiiffi the late Mr, Elliot ; when he 
KNEW that the author of Dipping net Baptizing^ 
was as far from agreeing with us, in regard to the 
mode, as he wis from him, in refped’ of the fubjeij'. 

‘ If union [among the authors that arc quoted] be 
‘ any proof, in the prefent cafe, they all unite againft 
‘ die neceffiity of immerfion for the eflence of baptifin. 
‘ Pray, then, what do their conceffiions amoujit to ? — 
‘ but that they confidcr the words as generic terms, 
‘ admitting diverfe modes ; and that though the more 
‘ common import of the terms, in their Opinion, con- 
‘ vey the idea of immerfion, yet in their facramental 
‘ fenfe, at lead, they aie to be underftood v/iih great- 
‘ er latitude f.’ — They all unite againji the neceffity of 
immerfion^ True; or elfe I could not have quoted 
them under the character of Padobaptifs, It would 
Jiave been ftrange indeed, if, while they praftifed 
pouring, or fprinkling, any of them had acknow- 
ledged,. that tlieir mode of adminiftration did not in- 
clude the effience of baptifm. For that would have 

Cathol, Dod* of EuihariJ}^ Beck III. Chap. vii. f VeK 
II. 165. 

been 
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been exprefsly to condemn their own condu£l, and to 
iix a ftigma on their own charafter. So the Roman 
Catholics, notwithitanding the numerous concefiions 
which they have made, relative to communion in 
.both kinJi: ; conftarAtly unite in maintaining, that 
nothing to the Lord’s Supper is wanting in 

.their adminiftration. 

Pray^ thcn^ what do their concejjions amount to ? 
As this rcqiicft of my opponent is exprelled in eJe- 
giintly condefeending language, I will prefent both 
him and my readers in common with the ^ amount’ 
of what Pjedobaptiils have teftified and conceded;* 
by giving an abltradf of the quotations produced’from 
them, relative to, The meaning cf the terms^ baptize, 
and baptifm — the dcfign of the ordinance — the pra^ici 
.of the church — the mode of adminijhaticn bejl adapted 
to anfwer the difign of the injiitutc — and the rcafons of 
immerfion Icing laid aft'lc. 

The meaning of the terms. They fcach us, that 
immerfion is the radical and obvious fignification of 
•the v/ord baptifrn — I'hat tlie Danes, the Swedes, the 
-Germans, and the Dutch, render the term f3a7rTt^«, 
djy cxprcflioiis that fignify to dip — -T'hat it has no 
other fignification in Mark the feventh'and fourth — 
That the idea of immerfion i.s retained when the 
word is ufed metaphorically of the Holy Spirit; of 
■fufferings; and of other things — is Qp 
a middle figfli acation, between to fwimon 

the furface^imi S'jvnv^ to go down to the bottom — T'hat 
it is no where ufed in the Scripture to fignify fprink- 
ling — That it fignifies immerfion only ; not walhing, 

.except by confeauence rThat the Greeks wanted 

,jiot other words to have exprelTed a different action, 
if the iiiiiiiution would have borne it — That the 


manner 
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manner dF baptizing Ihould correipond to the fignifi- 
cation of the ordinance— That all antiquity, and 
Scripture, confirm the idea of plunging — That fprink- 
ling is rhantifni, rather than baptifm — That new 
cuftrans introduce new fignifications of terms~That 
Psedobaptifts chiefly avail themfelves of inferences, of 
analogy, and of doubtful conftrudtion — And that the 
Baptifts have the advantage in point of argument. 
Such is the ‘ amount’ of conceflions that are made, 
by eighty-two Paedobaptifl: authors ; all of whom we 
are warranted by Dr, W. to confidcr, as ‘ competent 
< and unexceptionable witnefl'es.’ 

The defign of the ordinance. Under this branch of 
the fubjedt, the authors are almoft unanimous in con- 
fidering baptifm as principally intended, by the great 
Legiflator, to reprefent the death, burial, and refur- 
reftion of Chrift ; the communion his people have 
with him in thofe momentous fedts; and their intereft 
in the blelfings thence refulting. To confirm and 
illuftrate which, they agree in applying the declara- 
tions of Paid, recorded in Romans the fixth and 
fourth, and Cdoflians the fecond and twelfth.— 
Seventy-five Paedd)aptifts are here quoted; who 
are all * competent and unexceptionable witnefles.’ 

The praSlice of the church. That immerfion was 
prw^fed by John the Baptift, by the Apoftles, and 
by the primitive Chriftians — That our Lord himfelf 
was immerfed by the venerable Johij^That the 
Scripture no where fpeaks of any being baptized, but 
by immerfion — That the pradtice of immerfion gave 
occafion for fome very Angular and emphatical phrafes 
to be lifed by the Apoflrles — That the baptifm of the 
three thoufand affords no objedtion to the univerfal 

pradice 
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practice of immerrion in tliofe times — That plunging 
was the genera] and almott univeriki pradiccy for a 
long courfe of ages — That Df. Wall knew of no 
Pfoteftant, who had denied immerfion to have been 
the general praftice of apoftolic times ; and of but 
very few learned men, who demed its being the fitteft, 
if a regard to health do not forbid — That IJirinkling 
is indefenfible— I'hat they who ridicule immerfion 
deferve cenfure — That it is uncertain where and by 
whohi, fprinkling was hitroduced— — And, that a 
reftoration of the primitive pradlice is very definable.— - 
Such is the ‘amount’ of what nimty-ftx Paedobaptift " 
writers have conceded, or aflerted, under this branch 
of the fubjedl ; and all of them ‘ competent, uncxccp* 

‘ tionable witnefles.’ • 

The^ mode of admimftration beji adapted to anfwer 
the defign of the infitutc. That immerfion, compared 
with pouring, or with fprinkling^ has the priority, in 
refpeft of time — 7'hat it is more ilgnificant — And, 
that it is more fafe, or certain of being right.— Here 
we have fixteen ‘ competent and unexceptionable wit- 
‘ nefles;’ and this is the ‘amount’ of their conceflions. 

The reafons of immerfion being laid afuie. That the 
moft ancient inftanccj on record, of pouring, or 
fprinkling, was in the year two hundred and fifty 
one — That the reafon of it, both then and afterward, 
was a fuppofed neceflity, arifing, either from bodily 
difeafe, a wal!t of water for immerfion, or fomething 
fimilar — That, even then, the water was not applied 
by pouring upon, or fprinkling the face, but the 
vmole body — That it was confidered as an imperfeft 
adminiftration ; and was dengminated fprinklingy not 
baptizing — That pouring, or fprinkling, as a com- 
mon praftice, originated in the apoftate Church of 
E Rome j 
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Rome ; and that the Proteftant churches thence derived 
it— That this mode of proceeding commenced among 
the Englifli, in the time of queen Elizabeth ; but 
that immerfion was the prevailing praftice till the 
reign of James the Firft — ^That the reafons of this 
alteration in England were, the love of novelty, deli- 
cacy of parents, pretence of modefty, and a high re- 
gard for the charafler of Calvin — That Calvin’s 
Form of adminiftering the facraments was, probably, 
the firft in the world, that preferibed pouring abfo- 
lutely — 7'hat fprinkling, ftri£Hy fo called, did not 
commence in England, till.the year fixteen hundred and 
forty-five, and was then ufed by very few — That the 
Aflembly of Divines at Weftminfter converted the 
font into a bafin ; -'and that bafms, unlefs in cafes of 
neceflity, had never been ufed by Papifts, or any 
other Chriftians whatever, till by the members of 
that Alfembly — That Roman Catholics ridicule feme 
of the Proteftant miniflers, for ufing only a few drops 
of water— That the reafons more generally affigned 
for this novel mode of proceeding are, coldnefs of 
climate; tendernefs of infants; Chriftianity not con- 
fifting in ceremonies; diat facred maxim, God will 
have fnercy and not facrijice\ the authority of the 
Church to alter ceremonial appointments; and(moft 
delicately to crown the whole) becaufe, in the very 
aft of baptizing, it was obferved, that natura curjum 
fuum tenet. Finally, that ALL the Christians 
IN THE WORLD, who never owned the Pope*s ufurped 
power j new doy and ever didy dip their children m tkf 
common courfe of their practice. ' 

Such is the ‘ amount’ of conceflions made, and 
teftimonies given, by twenty'-four Paedobaptift au- 
thors; among whom, the learned and laborious 

Dr. 



Chap. III.] not Anfwered by Dr. IV. 75 
Dr. Wall makes the moft confpicuous figure*, 
though they are all ‘ competent and unexceptionable 
< witnefles.’ 

The moft learned and refpeftable Paedobaptifts 
having aflertcd and conceded fuch things as thefe, is 
there not reafon to be furprifed at our author's 
query ; ‘ Pray, then, what do their conceflions a- 
^ mount to?' Amount to! why, to every tiling, in 
the argumentmn ad hominem^ refpecling the mode of 
adminiftration, that we can defire. Their explicit 
amount, it is manifeft, is great as it could bcr, with-^ 
out verbally oppofing their own prafticc: and their 
amount, by neceflary confcquence, is^That immerfton 
is the only legitimate mode of proceeding. 

Though, by what is contained ih the preceding pa- 
ragraphs, the pertinency of my quotations from Paedo- 
baptifts, and my inferences from them, be fufficicntly 
eftabliftiedj yet, as Dr. W. earneftly contends that no 
conceflions are available to our purpofc,exceptwe could 
prove that the authors produced acknowledge immer- 
iionto be cjfential to baptifm, the following particulai*s 
are fubmitted to my reader's confideration. 

I'he writers whom I have quoted could not, as Uae- 
dobaptifts, either aflert, or believe, iinmerfion to be ef- 
fential to baptifrn, without diredly condemning their 
ownpra<ftice. It appears, indeed, that Mr. Blake, 
and Dr. Wall, did not confider fprinkling as haying 
in it the eflerffce of baptifrn; becaufe che latter of thofe 
authors cxpreflTes himlelf thus: ‘As for fprinkling^l fay 
* as Mr. Blake atitsfirft comingupiii England, Let 

• My reader may fee the above particulars, and tlie quota- 
tions at large, to which they refer,’ iu P^edobaptijm Exam, 

I. Chap, ii, iii, iv, vi, and vii. 

them 
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‘ them defend it thut ufe it He further fays, * I had 
the difadvantage [ in defending the prac9:ice of pour- 
‘ iiigj] to plead for a way of baptifm, of which the beji 
^ I could iny vjTisfIbat itisfufficient fortheeffehce ofbap- 
tifm : but could not deny tiie other, [that is, iinmcr- 
^ fion] except in the cafe of danger of health, to be the 
‘ fitteftf It is plain, however, that neither of thefe 
writers confidered hnrmrfion as ejfential to the ordi- 
nance, Had that been the cafe, Dr. W. might juftly 
have charged me with puerility and impertinence, for 
■quoting them as I have done. 

It has been common for polemical writers, whatever 
the controverfy might be in which they engaged, to 
plead the conceiEons of their opponents, whenever it 
could be done with propriety. This way of proceed- 
ing, in the argument ad hominem^ has always been cf- 
teemed both fair and conclufive. But it never was 
common for thofe who wrote in defence cf any do(5lrine, 
or practice, exprefsly to concede the point for which 
they contended. Nor can it befo at all, except through 
grofs inadvertency, a want of integrity, or a defeft of 
co;nmon fenfe. — Tlie conceffions, therefore, on which 
conWoverfial writers argue, and from which they infer 
the point intended to be eftabliftied, are confidered as 
only implying that w^hich is inconfiftent with the gene- 
ral thefis oppofed by them; and as being, by necejfary 
confequcnce^ fubverfive of it. . 

That the method of arguing adopted in Padobap* 
iifm Examined^ is neither novel, nor unfair, was proved 
in the Preface to each edition of that performance. 
But of this Dr. W. takes not the leaft notice; being 
quite contented with ‘ (howing his opinion ^ that my 

Defence (f Hif. Inf. Bap, p. 140, f Ibid. p. 404* 
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quotations are nothing to the purpofe, becaufe they da 
not contain an explicit furrender of the point in difpute*. 
To the tefti monies contiuned in that Preface, relative 
the courfj of my argumentation, I will add the 

ihl losing. ^ Of all met! lods nfreafoi ling with an adver- 
‘ fary, ’ fi)r's M. Saurin, ^ none is more clofe and 
‘ Cvniclufive th.in tljat which is taken from his own 
^ principles. It hath this advantage above otliers, the 
‘ opponent is obliged, according to ftricr rules of rea** 

foiling, to admit the argument, althougla it be fo- 
‘ phiilical :hiJ fait. I"or by what rule can he fcjeci: my 
^ propofition, if it luivc an equal degi ec of probabili- 
‘ ty with another propofition, which he recci\x*s as evi- 
^dent and demonftrative ? But when the principles of 
^ an adverfary are well grounded ^*and when we are a- 
^ ble to prove that his principles produce our c(>’ic!u- 
‘ tons, our reafoning becomes demonftrativ * to a re - 
‘ tional opponent, and he ought not to depy it * h — Mr. 
James Owen : * All will allow, that the teftiniony of 

* anadverfary Is good againft himfelft h — Bp..N e w l o n, 
fpeaking of the W aldenfes, fays : ‘ I will only produce 

* the teftimonies of three witnefies concerning them, 
^ whom both fidcs muft allow to be unexccptiowable, 
^ReineriuSjThuanus, and Me/-ERAY — It canno': 
‘be objedfed that this is Proteflant evidence, for they 
^ were all three members cf the Church of Rome j. ’. 

That this metliod of arguing has been frequently an i 
abundantly ufed, is plain to every man of reading and 
obfervatloi! ; though theperfons oppofed were far fro ii 
giving up the point in debate. Thus, for inftance, Ire- 

* ^'ol, II. p. 23^1. Rohinson's Trnnfitisn. 

i Dcfnice of Su jjCurc p. Vf:LL\o?i .be 

\ oi. li, p. 2^., 257. l^ont'. 1789. 
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N-SUS, as obferved by learned men, argues from the 
Ujiimonies of his adverfaries, and proves his point from 
their concejftons^, — Thus Mr. Horbery : ‘Ouradver- 
‘ faries themfelves, one or other of them, bear teftimony 

* to the truth of all [our principles,] or moft of them ; as 
‘ might be proved, if that was neceffary,from their own 

* plain conceflionsf’. — ThateminentFrench Proteftant, 
Mr. John Claude, expreffes himfelf thus : ‘ I will 
‘make their [own Roman Catholic] authors, that are 
‘ not fulpefted by them, tofpeak; whofe paflagesl will 
‘ faithfully tranflate, which they may fee in the origi- 
‘ nals, if they will take the pains — I cannot — other- 

• wife alledge Arcudius than to confront him with 

• himfelf, concerning fome truths and matters of faft, 
‘which do now and then efcape him; after the fame 
‘manner as I would quote Cardinal Perron, and 
‘Bellarmine, and Mr. Arnaud himfelf; not as 
‘ witnefles that believe what I would conclude; but 
‘ as perfons who ^flSrm things, from whence I con- 
‘ dude what they themfelves do not believe. And 
‘thus does Mr. Arnaud quoteMEsxREZAT, and 
‘ Dailie, and fundry others of our audiors J.* 

ft has been common for polemical writers, when ar- 
guingfrom theconceffions of their oppofers, to attribute 
thofe conceffions to the force of truth, and the bright^ 
tiefs of evidence. Thus, for example, Dr. John 
Owen: ‘ Bellarmine — ^being on the rack cf light 
‘ and truth., he confefleth and grants all that vire plead 

♦ Vid. J. Fabricii Hift* Fabncian, Bibiiotb, T. I jp. 70. 
Twells* Crii. Exam, of New Text ofid Ferf. of the N, 1* Part 
III. p. 54 > 5 t Enquiry into the Scrip. D08, of Eutufe Euntjb- 
tnent^ p. Loncl, 1744. X E>efence of Reformat. Part 11 . p, 
127. Catholic DoSl. of Eucharfi, B. 111 . Chap. vii. 
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c for — ^£)r. Cl AGETT : ‘ It may be obferved, that 

* the power of truth has extorted from fome or other 
‘ of our adverfaries, the confeflion of both the premifes 
‘ which infer our conclufion/— Mr. Payne, having 
pleaded concellions from the pen of C ass ander, and 
from that of VVicelius, adds: ‘ But left thefe two 

* men— fhould be thought, through their great temper 

* and moderation, to have yielded more in this caufe 
‘ than others of that communion; I fliall fhow that the 

* fame has been done by others, who cannot be fufpedted 
‘ to have granted more than the mere force 'of truth 
‘ extorted from them J.* 

Similar quotations might be greatly multiplied, but 
thefe may fuffice. P'or things of this^kind appear, more or 
lefs, in every fpecies of controverfy among learned men; 
but in a particular manner they abound in the writ- 
ings of Proteftants againft the Roman Catholics. One 
can hardly dip into the publication of any learned au- 
thor againft the Papifts, without perceiving that he 
Argues from their concelBons. But I never obferved, 
notwithftanding, that any controverfial writer, when 
^ufing this mode of argumentation, confined himfclf to 
fuch conceffions as explicitly yield die point in dH^utc. 
For what need of argument, when the caufe is fully 
furrendered ? Nor, to the beft of my recolleftion, did 
I ever meet with an author, befides my opponent, who 
thus attempted to reftri6t that fpecies of argument. 
W ereDr. W.^slimitation juft^and univerfally allowed, 
the argumentum ad homhiem would fcarcely be ufed 
once in an age. If however, hefliould think proper, in 
his own elegant phrafe, to ‘ take another turn ’ with 

* DoB. of fuff cation . Cliap. xiv. p. 408. Load. 2677. 

1 Preferv againjl Fop. Title vii, 64, 
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TBS 5 it is to be hoped, that he will prove the reftiidtion 
for v/hich he pleads, to be both juft, and cpmmorJy al- 
lowed. Or elfe it will behove him to ‘ demonftrate, ’ 
that Psedobaptifm poflelies the exdufive privilege of 
not being attacked, on the ground of concejfion^ except 
under his limitation. 

There is a vulgar faying, J man's aSlions fpeak loud-- 
0r than his words. If this maxim be univerfally true, 
it is not uncandid to queftioii, wliether even Dr. W, 
himfelffteadily believe the propriety of that reftridiion 
which he would impofe on his Baptift brethren, with 
regard to the argument from conccilions; becaufe it is 
plain, that he does not adl according to his own rule. 
— jL^'or inftance : 7 'q prevent miftakes, I prefixed a Nota 
Bene to the quotraions from Pjedobaptifts, contained 
in my book, relative to the fi^nification of the word 
baptip;^ and to the praCiice of the Apoftlcs in which 
' I acicnov/ledye, that no inconfiderahle part of the au- 
thors quoted maintain, that the term baptifm fignifies 
pouring.^ zrAfpr inklings as well as immerfioni and thikt 
many of them infift upon it, as highly probable, that 
the Apoftles did foimximos admir^er baptifm hy 
ing,«or Iprinldijig. Such is the purport of my concef- 
fion. Upon which Dr. W. remarks, as follows: ‘When 
— Mr. B. exprefies liimfelf [thus,] what does he better 
‘ than YIELD THE CAUSE d hc reader will permit 
me here to adopt our author’s fine ^exclamation; 

‘ Dreadful fey the, and no mean mower, to cut fo much 
‘at one ftroke!’ — Yield the caufe! But how does 
that appear? Not,furely, by what I meant; nor yet by 
what was exprefsly faid ! If, therefore, the caufe be 
at all yielded, it inuft be by jiatural and neceffary 

• Padobap. Exciin. p, i6. 7S. Or, VoJ. I. p. 41, 191. fecond 
EcUjt. X Vol. H.4. 
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ence. As, however, I am not in the Icalt pain for my 
caufe, even on that ground j fo, it is nianifcfi, that Dr.. 
W. departs from his own rule and takes a liberty which 
he deiiies) to us. 

My opponent infifts, as before obferved, that thole 
Baptifts who pra6lifc Free Communion cojicede the 
validity of /)fl//r///^,.and oi fprinklln^. But have they 
any whore exprelsly aflertod tills ? He does not pretend 
it How, then, does he endeavour to prove it? By 
confidering it as abfurd to fuppofe, that they allow 
communion to Pa*dob,iptifts, as unbaptixed*.' But this 
is arguing upon an ungrounded fappofitioh, as if it. 
wereadir(XtconcdHon,and notorioufly departing from 
his own rule. — ^^Nay, fo violently difpofed is Dr. W. 
to confute us, by drawing conf quences from concef- 
fions that he fubprenaes Mr. Elliot againft us, un- 
der the character of an Antipa'df>hiiptift ; and rejoices 
in the acquifition of fuch an admirable 4:videnccin his 
favour. 

’ Once more: My opponent, when defending the 
antiquity of Prof:;ly(:c baptifm among the Jews, 
quotes Dr. Gaj.e and Dr, CiiLL, as conceding,, that 
diere were ‘ brvptifms’ in the Jewilh church for €ere- 
monial uncleannefs: though they exprcfsly deny the* 
exiftoiKc of Profclyte baptifm, in the time of John, as. 
maintained by our oppofers. I'hcnce he thus infers ; . 

^ I'herefore^it appears with Juperior 
neftimony of thefe competent unexcep- 
‘ TiONABL*E wiTNEssESjthatbaptiiin was well known 
‘ as a ceremonial, purifying rite, prior to the chriftian 
‘ aera Hence faje further infers, w’hat he confiders, 
a fubftantial argiunent for the right of infants to bap- 


Vol. 11 . 230, 231, 232. 

E 5 


tifilli 



tit Piedohaptifin Enamtned^ ♦ [Chap. Ill* 
tifin,— -The reader will here obferve, that it is not the 
folidity of his argument, but the mode of his procedure, 
i^vhich is now under confideration. I may, therefore, 
fafely appeal to all competent judges, wheAer Dr. W. 
does not argue from the conceffions of his opponents, 
precifely upon my plan ; and whether he does not vio- 
late, in his own practice, the rule he preferibes for us ? 
—-But Piedobaptifmmuft be upheld; and, in order to 
that, muft be tenderly treated. It muft have an im- 
munity, not granted to any other caufe, left the tefti- 
monies and conceffions of thofe who defend it, fliould 
prove the occafion of its entire fubverfion. 

In the courfe of my argument againft Infant fprink- 
ling, I pleaded the ni^merous and ftriking inconjijiencies 
among Paedobaptifts, relative to the grounds of their 
own praftice, as a ftrong prefumptive evidence in our 
favour. That there is a remarkable difagreement a- 
mong our oppofers. Dr. W. exprefsly acknowledges. 
For, when adverting to that very particular, he fays ; 

* In reviewingthis fubjeft,— I perceive, that thecham- 

< pions on the one fide are by no means agreed up- 

* on this queftion, On what is the right of infants 

* ta iaptifm founded f And thofe on the other know 

* very well, how to avail thenifelves of the fact*.* 
In order, therefore, to defend Paedobaptifm againft the 
confequences which naturally flow from fuch a faeft. 
Dr. W. replies: ‘ That many great and 'learned men 
« have entertained difierent and even contradiftory fen- 

< timents on the fubjedt, does not affedt it. That one 

* fliould give up a topick in the debate, which another 
‘ thought valid, is immaterial — The presumptive 
^ and FROEABLE reafons and grounds for the pratftice^ 

f Notes on Social Kef ig, p. 68* 
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‘ have been always thought fo numerous^ that it was 
« difficult out of many to ^ upon the moji ftriking and 
« Md. And this is a natural confequence, arifing from 
‘ the very number of the mediums of proof. For it 
‘ is ever more difficult to chufe one out of many things 
‘ alike, than one out of a few. This alfo, in a good 
‘ meafure, accounts for the firmnefs with which the 
* conclufton has been held by perfons who have difagreed 
^ about the comparative importance of different argu- 
‘ ments in this controverfy. Each writer would be 
‘ induced to magnify and extol an argument which ^p- 
‘ peared to him, viewed in certain connections^ with fu« 
< perior force ; and then by being difpropor.tionatcly 
‘ enamoured with the one convjncing topick, might 
‘ be tempted to difeard all others as ufelefs^. ••^Gn 
this I will niake a few remarks, and then lay before 
the reader an abftraft ofthofe teflimonies, conceffions, 
andinconfiffencies, refpe6fing the fubjeift of baptifm, to 
which Dr. W. refers. 

Prefiimptive ayid probable reafons. Then we may 
conclude, tjiat Paedobaptifts do not pretend to pofitivc 
precepts and plain facfs, recorded in the New Tefta- 
ment, as the reafons of their condu£f. — Prcfufhptive 
and probable grounds are numerous. Yes, if we cre- 
dit our author, you may find them at every turn, all 
through the Old Teffament,as well as the New, be- 
ginning wjfh the third Chapter of Genefis. This, 
you know, gives P^dobaptifm a very ancient look.— - 
But do not the Roman Catholics lay an equal claim 
to numtroxLS prefumptivezndL probable grounds, in fup- 
port of their peculiarities ? Yes, Abp. Wake informs 
us, that ‘ Cardinal Bellarmine has put together 
^nineteen feveral texts out of both Teftaments^ but 
Vol. I. iqVol. II. 229. 
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‘ yet was far from thiAking them all tohis purpofe : con- 

* ftfling either of all, or at leaft of all out of the Old 
f Teftament, except the firft^ thatthey are but prob a- 

* BLE arguments fubje^ is not affeSfed by the 

contradiBory feniiments of great and learned men,. 
But if thofe contradi£i:ions, relative to the grounH' 
of their practice, be numerousy it is a very ftrong pre- 
fumption that they have no fcriptural groimd at all : 
and were Dr. W, disputing with Roman Catholics^ 
about Papal infii]libility,or the cloiStrine of tranfubftan- 
tiation> he would fpeak a different language. 

7he very number of mediums of proof render it diffi- 
cult to choofe the moji foUd, In what a fingular fitua - 
fion Paedobaptifm ftands ! For, if you demand an 
prefs divine precept, or a plain apoftolic example, to 
prove its validity; many of our moft learned oppofers 
will anfwer. There is not one to be found f ' While 
the mediums ‘6f proof are fo prodigioufly numerous^ 
that if you afl:, Which is the bejl ? they hefitate, they 
arc embarraffed, by the very number of thofe media. 
So that you need not wonder, if one learned Paedobap- 
tift feledl a medium as moft folid and convincing; 
which another confiders as quite impertinent, and is 
very much furprifed that any perfon of common under- 
ftanding fliould ever adopt it. Thus, for inftance, Dr. 
John Edwarps confidered thofe words of Solo- 
mon ; Thy navel is Hie a round goblet which wanteth 
not Kquory as decifively proving the right of infants to 
baptifm, and as finilhing the controverfy at once J.. 
While it is highly probable that my opponent, far 

• Preferv. againfl Popery fTkhV III, 117. -f See 

dobap. Exam, Vol. II. p. i — 10. J Cant. 7. 2, See PaUobap, 
Exam. Vol. II. p. 4169 4 ^ 7 * 
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from admiring the Dolor’s choice, would fix upon 
the MORAL qualificat'rjns of infants^ as being, in his 
view, the beft iiicdiatn of proof : and yet, I prefume> 
nor oi vj li j ^ thouCuxl of the learned Paedobaptlfts, though 
llirpi\ilu at its novelty, will applaud his option. — The 
very number of mediums render it difficult to chopfe the 
tnojl foUd. Of this difficulty, attending the defence of 
Psedobaptifm, I never before heard. However, as 
our author fpeaks feelingly^ I have no objection to 
give him credit. Befides, that profound obfervation 
of his,. ‘ It is ever more difficult to chufe one out of 
‘ many things alike, than out of a few," carries convic- 
tion with it. But, then, it is juftly prcfumable, Paeilo- 
baptifts muft ardently wifh ihofe mediums were either 
feivcr^ or better^ that they might not be fb embarrafled ; 
nor fo extremely liable to egregious blunders in snak-J 
ing their choice. To which I will add, as there is 
not any one medium of proof, that 1 recoHcd, by which 
our moll learned op’pofcrs univerfdly abide; it affords 
juft ground offufpicion that none of them are folidy or 
fitted to bear the ftrcls which is laid upon them. 

Thisy in a good meafiirey accounts for the firmnefs 
with which they hold the comhifior.. Yes, juft *as it 
v/ould in defence of Papal fupcrllition. J'or, widely 
as the RoiiLin Catholics differ, in various cafes, about 
their premifes ; yet they are fvmly uiiited in the coii- 
elufion. T»hat this is a faft, I appeal to Dr. W. him- 
fdt’^Eacb wriiery difproportionately enamoured with 
the one convincing topicky mxiy be tempted to difeard ei- 
ther s as ufclefs. This, in our author’s phrafe, is ‘ cu^ 
« rious intelligence. ’ He had before informed us of a 
fingular difficulty which attends Paedobaptifts when de- 
fending their caufc — a painful difficulty, of which we 

v/ere 
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were not aware ; and now he tells us of their being en a- , 
MOURED~DiSPROPORTiONATELY ehamoured^md 
tempted too ! which muft, I prefume, reduce them to a 
vcrypitiablefituation. ¥ or inamoratoes are generally con- 
very fidcred as intoxicated with the violenceof their paf- 
fion 5 and if, at the fame time, they happen to be aflaulu 
cd by Jirong temptation^ there is no reafon to wonder, 
were they to fall into a ftate of infanity. It was kind, 
Aerefore, of Dr. W. to opinion^ to pre- 

vent Pjedobaptifts going on any longer at this extra- 
vagant rate. The intellefts of our oppofers, accord- 
ing to his reprefentation, being frequently, through the 
cmor argumenti^ in fo deranged a ftate \ had he not pub- 
lifhed a fober and feafonable caveat againft their wild 
proceedings, they might, perhaps, in a little while, 
have quarrelled as much about the conclufion, as they 
have long done refpeding the premifes. — It is hard to 
conceive, however, that a number of authors, who are 
acknowledged to write, on other fubjefts, with learn- 
ing, with prudence, and with acumen ; fhould be con- 
fidered in their vindications of Pjedobaptifm, as dif- 
carding common fenfe. For, of what elfe’can they be 
guilty, who are fo enamoured of one topic as to reft the 
whole weight of their caufe upon it, and rejeft others 
that are equally, and perhaps more convincing ? This, 
doubtlefs, is not their mode of proceeding in other cafes. 
^As to the fingular conduft of Des Cartes, which 
is mentioned by our author, it has been Cenfured for 
its folly a thoufand times : nor have I obferved fo much 
as one inftance, in this controverfy, of a fimilar kind. 
No j Paedobaptifts in general, and efpecially Dr. W., 
are too keenly fenfible of their caufe needing every to- 
pic, and every argument, that can be produced in its 

defence 
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defence; or they would never feefc a fupport for it in 
the writings of Mofes, and of the Prophets.— I am, 
indeed, as willing to admit the weaknefs of their ar- 
guments, whetlier confidered feparately, or taken in the 
aggregate, as any other perfon can be : yet, as to the 
generality of them, that infufficiency of argument 
fliould be aferibed — not to their want of learning, of 
prudence, or of acumen ; no, nor to their being ena-^ 
moured and tempted rather, to a RADICAL de^ * 

feSf in the caufe which they defend. 

I fhall now lay before the reader an abftra< 9 : of thofo 
teftimonles, conceffions, inconfiftencies, and contra- 
diftions, which are found in the writings of ouroppofers, 
refpefting the right of infants to baptifm ; as produ- 
ced more at large in my Padobaptifm Examined. 

No Precepty nor Precedentyfor Padobaptifmy in th^ 
New Tejlament. 

Under this particular, thirty one ^competent and un- 
* exceptionable witnefles’ are quoted, whounanimoufly 
agree that there is neither exprefs precept, nor plain 
example, for Infant baptifm in the New Teftament. 
It further appears, by what one or another of them 
fays; That the paffages ufually produced for it, only 
prove that it is permitted, or not forbidden— That all 
thofe places where baptifm is commanded regard none 
but adults— That Paedobaptifm muft be fiipported by 
analogy and^llation— That there is no inftance from 
which it ntay be incontrovcrtibly inferred, that any 
child was baptized by the Apoftles— That Infant 
baptifm refts on the fame foundation as diocefan epif- 
copacy — That Paedobaptifm is properly denominated 
a tradition-^l^hsX though Paul baptized certain 
houfeholds, it is doubtful whether be ever pradlifed 

Paedobaptifin 
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P^edobaptifmi and very certain that the other Apof- 
Ales did not baptize infants; bccaufe a fiippofition of 
their fo doing would infer a grofs abfurdity — I'hat uji- 
written truth, and tradition, are a fucccdancum ior cx- 
prefs precept and plain example — Ana, : pe> Tons 

have xieed of conliderable penctralinn, to iind a war- 
rant in Scripture for the avowal of I'a^dobaptifni, 

Ho Evidt. :nce nf P^dohaptJl>n before the hitter end cf the 
Eecoud^ or the heg}nrnj.:{ of the Third Century » 
Under this article twelve ‘ competent and iine.xccp- 
^ tioJinble witnelTes ’ are produced. Among whom^ 
Salmasius, SuicERUs, CoRCFLiiEUs and Foh- 
mEy, {peak dircdlly to the point. Ri^ .\7/ru'5 and 
Ven'>: 'VIA declare fc inicertain, whether P.udchentjrn 
was at all pradlifeJ before Jic time or j'^ i r ■ 
AN ; and the reft are favourable to thedv d . ' ' F tlic 
cafe. 

yewljh Prof lytc Baptlfn, 

Fourteen < competent andunexccptioiKib!: vdtncfTc- 
are here produced : from one or another of v horn \vc 
learn, That the Jcwifti Profelytc baptlfln was ratlicr 
a civil, than a religious rite — That the Rabbles them- 
felves were divided about the neceflity of it — I'hat 
its adminiftration was confined to profelytes, and to 
fuch children as were born prior to the incorporation 
of their parents with the Jewifli church — ^That the 
carlieft accounts of this baptifm are contained in the 
'Talmuds — ^That there is no evidence of fuch a rite 
• . being: adtnini ftcred in the time of our Lord^ but ftrono: 
prefumptive evidciXe to the contrary — Thatfuppofing 
there was a cuftom of this kind, it is unreafonable to 
imagine that Chriftian baptifm vras derived from it ; 
bccaufe it mull be confidered as totally deftitute of 

divine 
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,.livine authority, as a tradition of th.* fathers, and as very 
il vercly cenfurcd by our Lord — 'Fhat it is abfiird to ima- 
pine oMf d'*. ine I^'giflator fliould challenge tohimfelf^ 
u // authority in heaven and on when going to re- 

commend a human invention, that hud been annexed 
to an obfolete fyflem — And, therefore, that the deri- 
vation of Chriftian hantifn from the Jev/s, is deftitute 
of all probability/, and a wild imagination. 

External Covenant, 

In oppofition to tlie notion of an external covenant, 
under the New Qilconomy, thofe great names, Vi- 
•S’RINGA, Ventema, and Prebdent Edwards, are 
prodiFccdz. Confjqucnily, v/e have three ^competent 
* and unexceptionable wntneiTes.’ , 

Jcwijh jCircumcifion. 

Under this article fourteen ^ competent and unex- 
< ceptionabie witne/ic:/ make their appearance; by 
whom we are taught, I'hat there ar^ various and 
great difparities between baptifm and circumcifion — 
That fiippofing the analogy between them ever fo 
great, it would ftill be our duty to regard the inftitu- 
tion of baptifm : becaalc that analogy could not be 
produced by way of proof, but only as an illuftr^ion 
of what is already proved by other mediums— -That 
circumcifion did not reprefent baptifm : nor docs ^e 
Scripture any where teach us that the latter fucceeded 
to the place^f the former — I'hat admitting baptifm 
to have come in the place of circumcifion, it would 
not follow that the defign of each was the fame— That 
we muft not accommodate the pofitive appointments 
of the New, to thofe of the Old Teftament ; the 
two Dlfpenfations being fo very different— And, that 
the Jewifll Profelyte baptifm, already confidcred, is 

a much 
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a much better foundation for Paedobaptifm, than cir- 
cumcifion. 

Relative to particular Pajfages of Scripfure^ 
MATT.xxviii. 19, 

Under this capital text, we have twenty eight ‘ com- 
* petent and unexceptionable witnefles from whom 
we learn, That this paffage is of peculiar importance, 
in regard to the work of our Lord’s minifters— 
^ That the word is to be confidered as 

a command to teach^ in diftinftion from the aft of 
baptizing — That juafitjrfueraTf relates to inftruftion 
in the firfl: principles of Chriftianity, and 
to a more perfeft information in its doftrines, duties, 
and privileges— That difciples here, and believers (in 
M^rkxvi. 15, 16.) areth^ fame perfons— That the 
order appointed by Chrift is, firft to teach, then to 
baptize ; and that ancient ecclefiaftical authors did fo 
underftand k— That flighting this order, is defpifing 
all rules of order— That a difciple cannot be made 
without teaching, and that it is inconfiftent wiA the 
plain defign of the palTage to underftand it otherwfe 
—That we have no example in the New Teftament 
of ^any one being baptized before he was taught— 
That a regard to the credit of Infant baptifm, rather 
^an any thing in the term itfelf, has led many learned 
men to interpret the word fAocinrtvtrotrif fo as to ex- 
dude the idea of inftruftion — And, that Chrift, in this 
palTage, Ipeaks only concerning the baptifm of adults. 

Gen. xvii. 7. 

Relative to the fubjeft of this text, we have four-- 
teen « competent and unexceptionable witnefles 5’ by 
whom we are taught, That the covenant of God 
with Abraham afcertained no fpiritual blefling to his 
carnal feed, as fuch — And that, confidered merely 

as 
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as his natural defcendants, no promifes were made to 
them of a Ipiritual nature. 

EzSK. XVJ. 20, 21. 

By three ^ unexceptionable witneffes^ we are taught, 
that the language of this text proceeds on the idea of 
that national covenant which Jehovah made with the 
Ifraelites at Mount Sinai \ and of that conjugal rela- 
tion in which he ftood to the whole nation. 

Matt. xix. 14 . 

Five ^competent and unexceptionable witneffes* 
here offer their fervice; by whom we are informed,^ 
That the little children, mentioned by the Evangelift^ 
were neither baptized by our Lord, nor by his Apoftles 
“That it is dangerous to the cau{b of Pxdobaptifm, 
to found it on the condu^ of Chrift, as here narrated 
•—And, that infants were not baptized in thofe times# 
John iii. 5. 

Relative to this paffage four ‘ unexceptionable wit- 
•nelTes* (to whom a great number of others might 
have been added) bear teftimony, that baptifm is not 
intended by the term water. Becaufe the birth, con- 
cerning which our Lord fpeaks, is of a fpiritual nature; 
and therefore the word water muft not be underftood 
in a literal fenfe— Becaufe, were baptifm here defigned, 
none could be faved without it, any more than with- 
out the fanftifjnng influence of the Holy Spirit — Be- 
caufe baptifn^ is not the caufe of regeneration— Be- 
caufe it is not fuppofable that our Lord would Ipe^ 
to Nicodemus about baptifm, before he was taught 
the myfteries of the gofpel— Becaufe thofe who un- 
derftand the term water in a literal fenfe, are obliged, 
in certain cafes, to depart from that interpretation-— 
Becaufe Chrift, in the following verfes, mentions 
being born of thefpiritj without faying any more of 
water— Becaufe, had baptifm been intended, there 
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is no reafbn to fuppofe our Lord would have reproved 
Nicodemus as he did, for his ignorance of it — And,^ 
therefore, the term water muft be under ftooci in a 
myftical fenfe, or as denoting the regenerating a- 
gency of the Holy Spirit. 

Acts ii. 39. 

Relative to this text, eight ^ competent and unex- 
‘ ceptionable wituefles’ teftify, That the promije in- 
tended, .is the Holy Spirit, or his extraordinary gifts — 
That the term childre?i^ fignifies poilerity — That 
repentance and a reception of Chrift, are necellary 
to an enjoyment oftlie blefEngs promifed — And, that 
the argument formed on this paiTage, in defence of 
Infant baptiCn, is very inconclulive ; of no force 
and good for nothing. 

Acts xvi. 15, 33.. i Cor. i. 16. 

Here we are taught, by yJiTv;; ‘ unexceptionable 
‘ witnefles/,Thatit is uncertain whether there were, 
any infants in the houfeholds which are mentioned-^ 
That if there were, it affords no folid foundation tp 
conclude upon their being baptized — ^Tbat the houfe^- 
Jiold of Lydia was inftruded in the Chriftain faith— 
T^at the whole family of the jailor were brought to 
a pious confent, and were unanimous in embracing 
the gofpel — That all the members of the family of 
Stephanas were a£live in promoting die good of their 
brethren— ‘That the argument from thefe paflages 
affords a bare probability only, in favour of Inhuit 
baptifm— And, that k is unrcafonable to conclude the 
Apoftles baptized infants, merely becaufe the ordi- 
nance was adminiftcred to houfeholds. 

Rom. xi. 16. 

Under this article we have fix ‘ unexceptionable 
^witnelfes,’ fromwhom we learn i That, by the firj} 
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fruity the Apoftles and primitive difciples of our 
Lord are meant ; and, by the root^ the firft patriarchs 
of the Jewnfh nation-- And, that Paul confideied the 
Jews who then believed, as a happy token of the 
future converfion of that people ; at which time the 
branches fhould become holy, like the firft fruits and 
root. 

1 Cor. vii. 14. 

Relative to this remarkable pafTage, w^e have 
eighteen ‘ competent and unexceptionable witneffes,’ 
by wHofe teftimonics we are taught ; That the fane- 
rification of the unbelieving hufband, relates entirely, 
to matrimonial commerce — That the holinefs of the 
children is not of an external kind, arifing from an 
external CEconomy ; the; New Covenant being alto- 
gether fpl ritual and internal — That the holinefs in- 
tended is legitimacy — That no holinefs is here aferib- 
ed to the children, which does not agrSe to the un- 
believing pai'ent— And, that this palTage affords no 
argument for Infant baptifm. 

ApoJfoUc Tradition, 

Here we fourteen * unexceptionable witneffes,' 
who depofe ; That the pretence of tradition is a happy 
expedient, in favour of thofc who wifli to retain urt- 
fcriptural rites in the worfhip of God — That fome of 
the firft Fathers who pleaded apoftollc tradition, ftand 
coiivided of*error — That were an ecclefiaftical cuf- 
tom, but a fifw centuries after the Chriftian sera com- 
menced, to be confidcred as an apoftolical pradftice, 
barely on a traditional ground ; we muft adopt a va- 
riety of ceremonies which all Proteftants have agreed 
to rejeil — That the condiift of Roman Catholics in 
rrfufing to acknowledge their errors, except the time 

when, 
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when, and the perfons by whom, they were intro- 
duced, be pointed out, is grofsly abfurd — And, that 
there is no pretence of tradition, relating to all the in- 
fents of Chriftian parents being baptized, in the early 
ages of the church ; but that the contrary is manifeft. 
Infant Baptifm^ and Infant Communion^ compared. 

Relative to this article we have fifteen ‘ unexcep- 
* tionable witnefles and omitting various other par- 
ticulars contained in my long quotation from Mr. 
James Peirce, they teftify, That the Lord’s fup- 
per was anciently given to infants— That this cuftom 
lirft prevailed in the African churches — 7'hat it be- 
came general — That there is no exprefs mention of 
Infant baptifm, before that of Infant communion-— 
That the praflice of giving the holy fupper to in- 
fants, originated in a mifunderftanding of John the 
fixth and fifty-third— That it followed immediately 
on their being baptized — That, in refpeft of legal 
right, the two pofitive ordinances cannot be fcpa- 
rated— That, in the ancient church, baptifm and the 
Lord’s Supper were never feparated, with regard to 
the fubjefts— That the Lord’s fupper was efteemed 
neteflary to the falvation of infants — I'hat.when they 
were fick it was privately adminiftered to them, as to 
adults in a fimilar fituation — That Infant commu- 
nion was the general praftice, all over the Chriftian 
world, for fix hundred years j and, among the Bohe- 
mians, it continued till near the time of the Refor- 
mation— That the doftrine of tranfubftantiation was 
the occafion of its being laid afide in the Latin 
church— That Paul feems to refer to this cuftom, in 
his firft Epiftle to the Corinthians, the feventh, and 
the fourteenth— rThat no objeftion can be made 
4 againft; 
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againft it, which will not lie with equal force again!!: 
Infant baptifin — And, that one half of the Chriftians 
now in the world continue the praftice of giving the 
holy fupper to infant?. 

Such are the teftimonies and conceflions, from 
eminent Paedobaptift writers, which are contained in 
Padobaptifm Examined / Great, indeed, muft be the 
light of evidence, and the force of truth, to extort fo 
many things of this kind from fuch numbers of 
our moft learned oppofers ! I faid, Light of evidence^ 
and force of truth : for, by the nature of the cafe, 
and by the examples before adduced, we are fully 
authorized fo to coniider the fadh 7'he reader, how- 
ever, will judge for himfelf, whether thefc eminent 
Pasdobaptifts were induced to record the preceding 
particulars, by their being enamoured with certain 
topics of argument, and by their being tempted to 
difeard others, as Dr. W. pretends ? Or, whether 
their conduft proceeded on a rational principle, and 
from a deliberate regard, according to the beft of their 
views, to truth and fadf ? 

If, notwithftanding, it fliould-bc found neceflary to 
confider the authors concerned as enamoured ind 
te?nptedy even to a logical mania ; the following par- 
ticulars, immediately relative to the principal ground 
of Paedobaptifm, will afford additional evidence of that 
difeafe. With Cyprian, the principal ground feems 
to have been, a fiippofcd univerfality of divine grace. 
With Austin, the faith of the chu7'ch. With the 
Church of England, the faith of fponfors. With 
a New England synod, chunh‘-me7nberjhip* With 
Beza, federal holhiefs* With Mr. Baxter, the 
faith of parents* With Mr, Henry, a profejfion of 

faith 
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faith by the parents. With others, the faith o^pio^ 5 ' 
anceprs. With Witsius, Vitringa, Venema, 
and many more, a relative Jiate of grace. With Bp. 
Prideaux and Heidegger, infants poflefEng the 
fajth of the covenant^ though not the faith of cove- 
nantees. With Luther, Poliandrus, Rivetus, 
Waljeus, Thysius, Buddeus, and Dr. Good- 
win 5 the faith of the infants themfelves^ without re- 
curring to the foregoing diftinilion. With Cha- 
MiERUs, not the adual belief of infants, but thv.ir 
being, in a certain refpe&^ believers. With Calvin, 
Melanchton, Chemnitius, the Lutheran and 
the French churches, in genera] ; infants having faith 
and repentance in fmine. With Dr, Priestley, his 
own profejfion of Ghriftianity. With J. L. Fabri- 
cius, and fomc others, (if the parents be heterodox;) 
the rcquifition of the magijlrate. With Dr, Ham- 
mond, thc,,yrzL7/Z> proflyte bathing. With Sir 
Norton Knatchbull, JcwijT) circumcifton. Fi- 
nally, Dr, W. lays a capital ftrefs on the capacity and 
moral qiialif cations of infants*; of which more 
particular notice will be taken in the following 
pages. — Similar differences, though not fo numerous, 
attend their views relative to this queftidn; 
infants are to be baptized f ? which, to avoid prolixity, 

I forbear to particularize. 

Well, reader, what think you of th^e teftimonies 
and conceflions, refpefting the common topics' of ar- 
gument for Infant baptifm ? What think' you alfo of 
other teftimonies and conceflions, relative to fome of 

♦ See thefe particulars more at large, and the authorities for 
them, in Pdcdobap. Exam. Vol. 11 . p. 491—499; f See 
Packtbap. Exam, Vol. li. p. 48.7 — >491. 


thofe 
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thofe principles on which we oppofe it? Has Dr. W 
given ‘a full reply* to the argument formed upon 
them ? Or, is it not fuch a reply as Roman Catholics 
might eafily make, and with equal propriety, to a 
fimilar argument agaiiift the Papal infallibility, the 
doctrine of tranfubftantiation, the mutilation of the 
'Lord’s fupper, or any other article againft which 
their own teftimonies and cojice/lions are pleaded by 
Proteftants ? — Again : What think you of thofe in- 
confiftencies and contradiftions, into which our moft 
eminent oppofers have fallen, refpecSing the principal 
ground of Paedobaptifm ? Muft we confidcr them as- 
proceeding from a fet of learned inamoratocsj that 
were intoxicated with the love of different topics, and 
in a ftate of ftrong temptation ? Or ought they to be 
viewed as refulting from an ejfential defeat in the caufe 
(Tpoufed by thofe refpe£lablc authors ; and from their 
bcifig impelled, by the neceffities of fhc cafe, to 
icafon upon moral, and analogical grounds ? 

But, in order to evade the confequence naturally 
flowing from thefe numerous and ffrong incotififten- 
cies among Paedobap tiffs, my opponent interrogaLes, 
as follows- ^ Can he [Mr. 13.] fuppofe, that his hy- 
‘ pothefis muft needs pafs for true, becaufe he fiiidvS a 
^ difagreement among other authors r’ No; he con- 
fiders the truth of his hypothefis, as depending on 
divine precepfdixui apojiolic example : not on the dif- 
agreement of Jiis oppofers, flagrant as it is. But he ‘ 
cannot forbear to conclude, notwithftanding, that tlic 
violent and multiplied inconfiftcncies among Piedo- 
baptifts when defending their common caufe, arc the 
ftrongeft prefumptivc evidence that their hypothefis 
is falfe. — Our author, in anfwer to his own queftion, 
adds : ^ Were this mode of arguing admitted, v/ith 
‘ what eafe might the Quakers confute the Pxdobap^ 

F 
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^ tiftd and . Antipaedobaptifts alike > die Papifts our 

* Protcftant principles ; and Deifts our common 

• Chriftianity When Dr. W. ‘ takes another 
< turrC with us, and proves this, I will give up the 
argument. Meanwhile, it may be obferved, that the 
inftances produced are far from anfwering his purpofe. 
For it is no.t merely a dif agreement among Pjedobap- 
tift authors, that I plead but a palpable and notori- 
ous difagreement among them, refpefting the foun- 
dation cf that religious rite for the pratSfice of 
which they all contend. But by what arguments can 
my opponent prove, that cither the Baptifts, or the 
Paedohaptifts,are equally divided about the grounds 
rf the perpetuity of baptifm, when difputing with 
Quakers; as our^'oppofers are, with regard to the 
true grounds of Infant fpriitkling ? By what means 
will he evince, that Protefl-ants are equally incon- 
fiftent, refp^ding the grand principles on which they 
proceed, in vindicating their feccflion from the 
Church of Rome ? Or, how fliall he make it appear, 
that ‘ our common Chriftianity’ is defended againft 
Deifts, on principles that are equally different, incon- 
ll^Ient, and cojitradiftory, with thofc on which Paedo- 
baptifm is maintained by its moft learned friends? So 
far as I have obferved, whether fcnfiblc and learned 
writers undertake to defend the perpetuity of baptifm 
againft the Quakers ; Proteftantifm, againft the Pa- 
pifts ; or Chriftianity, againft Infidels*; they are fare 
to unite, if they aft finccroly, in adopting fome of the 
lame general principles of argumentation ; and when 
reafoning with Quakers, or with Papifts, in pleading 
many of the fame fcriptural texts, as being dire£lly to 
their purpofe. Yes, in each of thefe cafes, there are 
fome principles of argument, and various paflages of 


* Vol. I. 324. 
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Scripture, fo direSfly and obvioufly {)ertincnt, that a 
fenfible author can fcarcely fail to avail himfelf rf 
them : and tills, prefume, Dr. W. cannot but 
know. 

Here, therefore, I will borrow the confident lan- 
guage of my opponent, and ‘ challenge,* not only 
him, but ^ the whole corps* of Paedobaptifts, to pro-' 
duce an inftance of equal difagreement among Pro- 
teftants, refpefting the mediums of proof, where Ac 
fame general cbncliifion is intended by each difputant. 
That a number of authors, however judicious or. 
pious, when writing in defence of a doclrine, w of a 
duty, fliould not univerfally think all the fame topics 
of argument, or all the fame texjs of Scripture, ap- 
plicable to the fubje(51: before them, there is no rcafon 
to wonder; but, then, in every other itiftance among 
the Reformed, that I have obfjrved, they cordially 
agree in confidering f/>:nc particular arguments, and 
fome paflages of Scripture, as properly belonging to tkc 
jubjid of difiiijjlon. Thus it is with the Knglilh 
Baptifts, in regard to their ciilliuguifhing fentiment 
:anJ practice. 'Fhey perfe<5Uy agree, fo far as I have 
remarked, in appl)'ing many decLirati(?ns and fftCts 
recorded in the New Tcftament, as dhw'bly In pointy 


with reference to the mode, the fihjci'i:, and the 
defign of bapti fm. — Here, however, we have an iti- 
ftance of a fiygular kind. Pnedobaptifm is the article 
to be defended, by a number of learned men ; each of 
whom glows with zeal for its honour and fafety. 
But, behold ! fome of them difearJ one topic of ar- 
gument, and fome reject another ; thefe except againll 
an application of that facred text, and thofe explain this 
in fuch a manner as is quite foreign to the fubjccl > 
until all the premifes are frittered away, and nothing 
remains in which they arc all agreed, befidcs a naked 
F 2 conclufwn : 
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cmlufion : which conclufion, neverthelefs, muft either 

.^rded with caution, or you cannot have the plea- 
sure of feeing them quite unanimous. For though 
multitudes endeavour to prove Paedobaptifm highly 
neccflary, and though moft of them cojifider it in the 
light of parental duty, on the behalf of infants ; yet o- 
thers, and among them the great Vitringa, plead 
merely for the lawfulnefs of it, or that there is no harm 
in it A conclufion therefore in which they would 
all -agree, muft be thus exprefled : Pccdohaptifm is law^ 
fuL Or, There is no evil in baptizing infants. If you 
* pufti for a general conclufion one ftep further, they 
vary in their judgment — they divide — they quarrel a- 
mong themfelves: or, as my opponent, from the 
Mo NTHLY Reviewers, elegantly exprcficsit, they 
are ^ together ])y the ears. ’ i may therefore adopt the 
following language of a celebrated genius: ‘How 
‘ happy it is to have to do with people that will talk 
‘ pro and con ! By this means you furnifli me v/ith 
‘ all I wanted, which was to make you confute your- 
‘ felvcsf.' 

Relative to Paedobaptifm, one thing however is plain; 
There muft be a capital defeSi fome where. That de- 
feat muft lie, cither in the rite iifclf, or in the defenders 
of it. Either the caufe of our oppofers muft be funda- 
mentally bad, or it muft have fallen into bad hands—r 
hands that ought, by no means, to have been trufted 
with a goo'd caufe. — Di\ W. is lirmly perfuaded that 
Pasdobaptifn is a perfcolly good y bus admits, to a 

certain degree, that it has been managed by its defen- 
ders in a very impi udent manner. I'his, according 
to him, was partly owing to their being fo unhappily 

^Ohfervai. Sac. Tom. I. L. ii. C. vii. § 9. f M. Pas- 
cal’s Letters relating to the JcfiutSy Vol. II. Lett. xv. 

cna?nouredj 
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enamourei^^x\di Co frequently tempted. Whereas he con- 
fidcrs our caufe as ejffentially bad ; yet neither produces 
evidence, nor preteijds to any, of the Baptifts quarrel- 
ling about their data ; nor yet, of their being (o enamoured 
*Lvith fcme a, however good, as to be under aftrong 
iempiation to rejefl: otheia of equal value : even though, 
in certain cafes where baptifm is not concerned, he re- 
prefent them as differing among thenifelves more than 
any other fet of religious profcflbrs. 

Whence, then, in defending erxh refpediive caufe, 
can this amazingly different conduct proceed ? That 
our condiuS:, in this refpcot, is the more plahfihle^ al| 
the world will acknov/iedge. Does it refnit, then, 
from fuperior learning, or parts, or piety ? To fuch fu- 
periority we advance no claim : nor, if wc did, would 
it be admitted by Dr. V/. Is it bccaufc, in managing 
the controverfy, we are more cautious, and beftow 
more labour upon it, than our oppofers do ? But. were 
this admitted, it would be a prefumptive evidence, 
that we furpafs them in parts and prudence \ to which 
we are as far from pretending, as my opponent would 
be from granting. Is it, then, that an cffemially ba J 
caufe is more likely to be defended, by a numb«r of 
authors, in a confiftent manner, than one that is per- 
feftly good ? To aflert any fuch thing, would be to' 
inful t the human under ftanding. Nay, were I to af- 
firm it, Dr. W« himfelf would be the firft to pronounce 
me enamoured^ tempted^ or infane. — For thofe afto- 
nifliing inconfiftencies and contradiftions among the 
moft eminent Pacdobaptifts, relative to the principal 
ground of their prailice, who, then, can account; . ex- 
cept on a fuppoiition, that Infant fprinkling has no 
foundation in Scripture ? ‘This, and nothing (hort of 
this, will account for the fa<ft. 

That my conclufion from thofe inconfiftencies is 

F 3 not 
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not arbitrary, or fitted hierely to ferve an hypothefis, 
will plainly appear, if the conduit of polemical writers, 
in fimilar cafes, be duly confidered. Of this I will 
produce a few examples, relative -to different fubjeds 
of debate ; and fir ft from the Popifh controverfy. Is 
Papal infaUlhility the objeit oppofed by Proteftants ? 
Dr. Hascard fays, ‘ They [the Roman Catholics] arc 

♦ at war among themfelyes, where this infallibility is 
‘ lodged j either in the Pope alone, or in a general coun- 
^ cil alone, or in both together, the Pope fitting in per- 

♦ fon there, or by his legates, or in the council con- 
‘ firmed by the Pope. Till they agriie among them- 

♦ SELVES, ami prove it better^ wc fay it is no where 
♦placed but in the Scriptures^.’- — Dr. Maurice: 

♦ One of the greatefthindcrances of our belief;of infalli- 

♦ bility is, to fee, that thofe who affirm that fuch a pri- 

♦ vilege belongs to dieir Church, cannot agree where 

♦ to place it. Some are for the Pope, fome for a gc- 

♦ neral council,^ and fo on. ‘ Hcv) while the Romanijis 

♦ an difagreed about their infallible judge, how can we 
^believe that they have any\?^ — Bp. Stratford: 

♦ The Romanifts cannot agree among themfelves about 

♦ th^, fubjoit of this infallibility ; but if you afk them 

♦ where, or in whom it is feated ? They anfwer with 

♦ confufion of language, like that of Babel ; yet they all 
♦agree in this, That they have it fomewhereX,* — Dr. 
Freeman: ‘ They are fure they have [infallibility,] 

♦ though they know mi where to find it §.* 

Is it the do&ine of tranfubjlantiatioh? a name- 
left Pfoteftant fays: ‘ In this faith [of the holy fupper] 

♦ we are confirmed, not only by thofe unanfwerable 

♦ proofs which our writers have given .—but^Ifo from thofe 

Freferv, againjl PoperVi Title I. p. 22 r. f Ibid. Title iv, 
p,. 45. t Pre/erv* againji Papery ^ Title I. p, 42. § Ibid. 

THk III. p. a 4. 

♦ irrccon- 
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‘ irreconcilable diflferenccs which this error has thrown 
« thewritersoftheChurchofRomeinto. InefFeA^wefind 
^ every party expoling the falfenefs and impoflibility of 

* everyone’s hypothefis but his own. Their grcateft men 

* confcTs the uncertainty of their own ^rook^That then 
‘ is not in Scripture any fcrmal proof of tranfuhjtantia^ 

< tion — And here, who canchoofe but admire /etc- 
^ er of truth ? T'hat after fo many outcries againft us^ 

‘ foroppofing a doftrine which they w'ould make the 
‘ world believe it is as clear as if it were written with 
‘ a ray of the fun ; after fo many anathemas againft us 

* for heretics and fchifmatics, and ten thoiifaiid repeti- 
^ tions of their great Scriptum eji^ This is my body j they 

* (hould at laft be forced to confefs, that they are not^ 

^ cannot^ nor are ever like to be agreed in the explica- 

* tion of them — We h6pe that thefe declarations have 

* been permitted by God to fall from tlie grcateft and 

* moft eftcemed of their church, not only to confirm us 

* in our faith, but alfo to prepare the way for their re- 

* turn to that catholic truth from which they have fo 

* long erred 

Again: Is it the facrifice of the mafs ? Mr, Paynk 
fays, ^ They are moft fadly nonplulled, and moft ex- 

* tremely divided among themfelves, about the efience 

* of this their facrifice of the mafs, and wherein they 
‘ fhould place the true facrificial a£f — Their differences 
‘ about the proper facrificial aft, — do^ with good fuc* 

* cefs^ dtflroy one another's notion of it \ and foy taken U* 

* gethery dejiroy the thing itself f — !s it the fa- 
crament of penance? Mr. Gee fays, ‘ The Doftors of 

* the Church of Rome, — ^are indeed, agreed thus far, 
^ that there is a facrament of penance j but arc, not- 

• Exl^ofit, of Dc^. of Cbmrh of En^hmri, p. 56, 57, 5?. 
Sec Eopery Confuted by p. 59. f Prtftv, againft Fo* 

Title Vi. p. 78, 79- „ , o i- 

F 4 Withltanding, 
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* Withflanding, at mighty miong thekt/eh^ir ^s 

^ well about the nature, as the form of thi§ the/r fo 
‘ much contended for facrament of penance — ^Is it 

worjhip of images ? Abp. W itiCE, addreffing hmi- 
-fclf to a Roman Catholic, fays ; ‘ It may not be amifs 
^ to obferve, what g rcat divcrfity of opinions there has 
^ been in Hating of that woiihip which is paid by you 

* to images ; and v/hat difficulty you have found to de- 

* fend your pradVice againft that charge of idolatry we 

* have fo juftly brought againft you upon the account 

* of it. How die caution of feme, and the diftinclions 

* of others ainongft you, have been branded by the reft, 

* as fcandalous aiid erroneous; and are forced to abjure 
‘ as heretical, what others have fet up as the only true 

* expofition and reprefentation of the Church’s fenfe, 

* And this you will give me leave the father to remark, 

‘ becaufe you are fo often pleafed to reflect upon our 

* divijions ; which yet are neither fo frequent, nor fo 

* dangerous, as among you f — ^Is it extreme un5idon?i 
Dn Clagett fays, ‘ How well foever they may a^ 

‘ gree in the praSllce of extreme uneftion in the Ro-r 
« man Church ; yet, as to the doctrine of it, their moft 

* celebrated writers have fallen fo foully one again/l 

* that to know what it is from them, w^ouldcoft 

* more pains than the thing is worth J’. — Is it the Pa-» 
pal peculiarities in general? Bp. Stratford fays, 

‘ The learned Remanifts are divided among themfehes 

* in all thofe points of dcSlrine, in which th^y are divide 

* ed from Proteftants j|.’ Hence Proteftant writers 
have proceeded, article by article, to confute them out 
of their own authors §. I may, therefore, conclude 
this particular with the admonition of Mr. Br amp- 

* Uid, Tide. VII. p. 25. f Ibid, Tide. IX .p. 22, 
J /W. Title. VII: p. 57. II Title V. p. 37- § 

Title X. p. 51. — 56. Sir Humphry Lynde’s 
fy Papiftsy palfim. 
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STON \ which, mutatis mutandis^ will here apply, ‘ I 
‘ fhalJ only admonifli fuch iciipturi/ls as thele, of thcfe 
‘ two things, and lb*leave them to a more impartial re- 
on their own caufe, Firft, Tbaf if is very 
‘ requifitc they Jhould AGREE AMONG THEMSELVES 

* about this text of Scripture^ before they lay fuch Jirefs 
‘ and weight upon it^ in fo important a point as an ar^ 

^ tide of faith. Secondly, T^hat they ivould remember^ 

^ that they are not only Protejlants^ but thofe of their 
‘ OWN ORDER, which thus tejlify againji them^ how 

* Jhamefulh thefe have ahufed and dijhrted this plain 
‘ Scripture 

Similar conduit Is obferved by learned men in other 
cafes. Thus, for example, Mr. J. Owen, relative to 
diocefan Epifcopacy : ‘ It feemeth no fmall prejudice 

‘ to the diocefan caufc, that the grand patrons of it fo 

* extremely differ among thcmfelves^ and cannot agree 

^ bout the foundations of it f’. Thus alfo Mr. B. 
Bennet: ‘ llie Proteftants — many of them, are for 
‘ fetting up an ccclcfiaftical authority, both for deter- 
^ mining articles of faith, and modes of worfliip ; but 

* neither are they agreed where to place it — Now, ipe- 

* thinks, it is no fmall prejudice againft this aulliority, 

‘ that we are fo much at a lofs where to jind it — 
Mr. Horbery, when confuting Adr. Whiston, re- 
lative to the Duration of future Punijhment^ fays ; 

* Our adverfafies themfdves, one or otherofthem,i^£i?r 
‘ tejiimony to^the truth of all [our principles,] or moft 
‘ of them; as might be proved, if that Was n- ceffary, 

‘ from their own plain eoncefiom — Thofe of them who 
‘are for retrieving matters in the intermediate ftatc, 

‘ are confuted by others — ^In all thefe points, though it 
‘ be none of my bufmefs to reconcile them, it were to 

• tJtfuprayT\x\t VIII. p. 132. f T'eniamen Evangdicum, 
Preface. J Irenicumyjp. ^c, ^ 
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be wjflied that our rejlorcrs [Mr. Whiston and o- 

* thers] would come to fomegood agreement among 
themfelves. — Thus Dr. Owen, <vhen reafoning a- 
gainft the Jews : ‘ They know not what to fix upon, 

* nor wherewith to relieve themfelves. Although they 

* all aim at the fa/ne end^ yet what one embraceth an- 

* other condemns — ^For error is no where frableor cer- 
' tain, but fluftuates like the iflc of Delos, beyond the 

* fkill of men or devils to give it a fixation f ’. Stap- 
TERUs aifo fpeaks to the fame efteft, when oppofing 
the JewsJ. — Finally, thus Mr. Willi am Jones, 
refpecling a commonly received principle of natural 
philofophy: ‘ Is it not enough to difeompofe the 
‘ mufclcs of an hcrn*\it, to fee men thus notorioujly con* 

* tradiding one nnother^ and all gravely pretending to 

* authority and demon ft ration 

By the various iiiftances here adduced, to which 
many others might have been added^ it is incontro- 
vertibly evident, I hat if any fet of writers, maintain- 
ing the fame conclufion, coiitradiit one another, with 
regard to the foundation of their hypothefis ; thofe of 
a contrary fentiment have fufficient reafori to conclude, 
that the dogma or pradlice, has no fol id 'ground on 
which to reft : and fucli is the inference of polemical 
authors, in all cafes of this kind. — Though it is not 
unlikely that Roman Catholics, and others, to whom 
the authors juft produced advert, might be a little cm- 
barraffed by ‘ the very number ofprefumptive grounds 
on which to argue ; and though, it is probable, that 
fome of them were enamoured With certain topics, and 
tempted to rejedi: others that were equally good j yet 


* Enquiry hti the DcSi. of Future Vmip-J7rn:t, n. 
iJLO. t Ou Epij}. to the Ueb, VoL IJ. Excrci'at. iii. 
X rheofo^. Po/nu. t ip. xi. § ;o4. § F.py 072 the 

of Chap. iii. p. ^>4, 


200, 209^ 
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not a grain of allowance was madcj nor (he lead fa- 
vour /hown to their caufe, on that account. Nay, I 
do not recollect any author, beiides Dr. W., that ever 
attempted to vindicate his caufc, ngainft a charge of 
tniTkmd, by a finiilar pica. Either, therefore, w^c 
mult coiiildcr the embarrajfment arifing from a num- 
ber of prefumptive proofs, the falling deeply in love 
with certain topics, and the being tempted to rejcvft 0- 
thers, as a polemical dl\{ea(e peculiar to P:edobaptifls, 
when defending Infant fprinlding ; or <.lfe, in this con- 
(Ijvfl of my opponent, Pfedobaptifm itfelf mult be con- 
fidered as crying for niercy. — But whatever may be 
thought of our author’s vciy lingular procedure, with 
reference to this affair ; 1 for once, adopt his 

martial ftylc, and ‘ challenge the whole corps ’ of Pa:- 
dobaptifts to produce an example of equal inconfften- 
cics and contradi6tions, among Protellants, on any 
theological fubjedt. Nor do I think .it could be rjv- 
ceeded^ by any inftance producible from the writings 
of Roman Catholic authors. 

Why, then, — in the name of juft argumentation, and 
of common fenfe — why may not we have the fame li- 
berty as all other controverfialifts have, in fimilar 
cafes r For, that Piedobaptiffs are notorioufly inconfift- 
entwith themfelvcs, and that, with rcgiird to tlie Fcur;- 
DATION of their practice, th'-y frcc|ucn:!y cont:':idi( 5 t 
one another, mufl be acknowledged. Except, tficrc- 
fore, Paedobaptlfm pofiefs the cxclufive privilege’ of not 
being oppofed on this ground, the concluhou, I'hat it 
has no fcriptural foundation^ is unavoidable. — But as 
Dr. W., on a different branch of the fubjeef, even 
when in his eftimation there was no occal'on tor it, 
refdved to take another turn with us ; and as lie can 
eafily < confront, break, and rout ^ a whole < phalanx * 
of arguments j It may be expefted that he will again 
F 6 ‘ anfwcr 
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‘ anfwer his part, and ftiow his opinion,’ fo as to ref- 
cue Paedobaptifm from the opprobrium of its moft 
learned friends contradidiing one another, with refer- 
ence to the foundation on which it ftands. 

But there is another particular, which muft not be 
overlooked, relating to my quotations from the writ* 
ings of our fellow Proteftants, called Qiiakers : to 
which Dr. W., in his ‘ full reply, ’ has not paid the 
leaft attention. The following is an abftradf of their 
declarations, teftimonies, and verdidf, relative to the 
original mode and fubjedl of baptifm. 

Concerning the Mode of Baptifm, 

They aflert, 'J'hat the word baplifyn fjgnifies im- 
merfion — That the fir ft adminiftrators praftifed ac- 
cordingly — That if fprinkling had been the inftitution, 
the Orecks had their r ha ?itlfmor,h\it dipping being ap- 
pointed, was ufed in divine law — That fprink- 

ling is neither h^^ptifm, nor wafhing — That there is 
neither precept nor precedent for fprinkling — That 
the contraft between baptifm, and the rite that is now 
pradiifed, is like that between the waves of Jordan, and 
the water in a portable bafin — That fprinkling of in- 
fants ;s a human invention — That fprinkling is called 
haptifmj to keep it in countenance — That John the 
Baptifm is John the Dipper — And that the author of 
fprinkling was, not Chrift, nor the Apoflles,but Cy- 
prian. 

Concerning the Snhj eft of Baptifm, 

They maintain, That, in the primitive times, 
thofe who were adult, and had faith to entitle them 
to the ordinance, were baptized : but, Tlrat the bap- 
tifm of Infants. has neither precept, nor example, in 
the New Teftament — That it is utterly deftitute of 
any proof of divine inftitution — That it depends on 
prefumptive arguments, uncertain confequcnccs, and 

mere 
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mere fuppofitioiis — That it was not known for.two 
hundred years after Chrift — ‘That it fprang up in the 
night of apoftacy, after the church had fallen away 
from the primitive*order — That it is a mere human 
invention — That it is an unfcriptural tradition, both 
human, and Popifh — That equal evidence may be 
produced forinfant communion, as for Infant baptiftn— 
And, that it ought to be baniflied from the church*. 
—Such is the teftimony of thirteen writers, belong- 
ing to the denomination of Quakers; on which I 
would make a few remarks. 

As the number of thefc authors is confidcrable, fo 
fome of them are truly rcfpe<5Iable for their learning 
and parts : and they all unite in bci^ring witnefs againft 
Infant fprinkling. Nay, were twenty moi-c authors 
of the fame denomination confiiltcd upon the fubjcdl,. 
there is no reafon to doubt but they would concur in 
awarding the caufe to us. — 'Flu fe wwters muft be 
confidered, not only as capable judges, but alfo as 
quite impartial in bearing their teftimoy. For their 
own fentimcjits refpeiting baptifin are not in the leaft 
afFe£tcd by the decifion of this difputc. No; whe- 
ther Infant fprinkling was appointed by Chrift, .and 
pra6lifed by his Apoftlcs ; or whether immerfion, on 
a profeflion of faith, was the original inftitutc and the 
primitive pra£lice ; the Quakers are equally uncon- 
cerned, as t^) their own prijiciples and their own con- 
du£l. Befides, however much the Picdobaptifts whom 
I have quoted may ftand fufpc6Ied by Dr. W. of be- 
ing difproportionately enamoured with topics, and of 
being tempted to adl at random, as tempted inamora- 

See thefe and ntj»cr parricniars in the quotations at large, 
PiVdolmp. Exam, Vol. I. p. 66, 67, 6S, 69, 224. Vol. JI. p, 
12, 13, 14, 82, 83, 249, 250, 2^2, 339, 36 c>, 361, 3Jio, 
462, 463. 
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toes , ufaally d j; yet for the honour of candour and 
of cooiinon fcnlc, it may be prefumed, that he will 
neither impeach the intellefe, nor the finccrity of 
thefe authors, on account of the vcrdici: v/hlch they 
have given. — Impartiality, therefore, mult allow, 
that the harmonious atteftatioii of fo many writers, 
who fpeak without predilection and without prejudice, 
is a very ftrong prefumptivc evidence in our favour. 
For no Baptift in the kingdom can be more decided 
in his judgment, that Infant fprinkling was neither 
appointed by our Lord, nor pradiifed by his Apofllcs, 
than the Quakers are ; and diat v/iibout a iingle ex- 
ception occurring to my obfervation. — Yea, fo ftrong- 
ly in our favour is the united teilimony of tliefe honeft 
Friends, that, if I be not under a grofs miftake, 
neither my opponent himfelf, nor ‘ the whole corps’ of 
Paedobaptifts, can confront us with a fimi’ar inilance 
of equal numbers, and of equally manifeft impar- 
tiality, as having no hypothefis to ferve by fpeaking 
decidedly on this controverfy. If fuch an example, 
however, fliould be produced againft us, either by 
Dr. W., or by any other Paedobaptift, 1 will imme- 
diately, on being informed of it, give iip the topic as 
impertinent. Yet were I not firmly perfuaded that 
no fuch inftance can be produced, and that the Bap- 
tifts are tolerably free from a dangerous polemical 
difeafe, which, according to my opponent, has long 
prevailed among the Pa^dobaptifts^ 1 fhoulJ certainly 
have been very cautious of making any prdmife of that 
kind. Becaufe it might have given Dr. W. rcafon to 
exult and fay; ‘Mr. B. is difprnportionately ena- 

♦ moured with fome argument, or other — ^Is mani- 
< feftly tempted to furrender one of his topics — has 
‘ caught the controverfial complaint that rages amoilg 

* Pgedobaptifts — ^and is become Ith one of us.’ 


To 
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To illiiftnite the propriety of drawing an inference, 
very ftrongly in our favour, from the unanimous 
voice of Qiiakcrs; \ will add a quotation or two from 
learned wi iters, when difputing on fubjefts of a dif- 
ferent kind. 'Fhus, then, Dr. IIascard, when 
contendino; with Roman Catholics: ‘ Wc have ma- 
‘ ny and impartial jiahie^ on f)nr ude, that our reli- 
^ gion i'^ pure and old ChriRiimitv', The particular 
^ Church of Rome — refuCs to he tiicd by any other 
‘church; — yet wc that arc ceilain and fare of the 
‘ truth of our religion,, though not inLUiblc, dare ap- 
‘ peal to the judgment of other Chrhlian churches; 
‘ 7 Te Greek Church c ondemns thi ir half communi- 
‘ on, the doftrines of pfrgatory,!m*rit’ — and fo on**.— 
Thus alfo 13 r. Watk iland, in oppofition to Ari- 
anifin : ‘You bring your S.i iptiuc-nroofs ; and I 
‘produce mine. You have ycuir folutions of fuch 
‘ difficulties as I prefs yen with; 1 hape foliirious too, 
^ and fuch to be fure, as I thi.nk founderj better, and 
‘jufter than yours: you think the very contrary* 
‘Thus far it is combating text with text, criticifin 
‘ with criticifin, reafon with reafon ; and each fide 
‘ will think his own fuperior. Now fuppf>fe I 
‘can produce a cloud of witncffics — (onfuming my 
‘ interpretation, — and corroborating my rc afons ; — ^ 
‘ this will add fuch weight, ftrength, and force to 

• my pretcftfions, that impartial men will foon per- 
‘ ceive, wjiich is the moft probable, which the fafer 
‘ fide, and which it behoves them to cleave to. 'J'his 

♦ is—agrceable to the common fciifi; and reafon of 
‘ mankind — Now if this way oi rcafoning, by 
Hascard and Waterlavd, be pertinent unJ for- 
cible in the cafes to which they apply it ; tliL-re can- 
not be any doubt, but the dccifion of tlie Qiiakers, 

♦ Preferv, agninj} Popery^ Title 1. p. 218. f Dejtnce of 
Queries j Query xavii. p. 455. 
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already produced, is one of the ftrongeft prefumptive 
evidences in proof of our point. Becaufe thofe re- 
fpe£fable Friends cannot be fufpefted of having any 
do£lrinal fentiment, or any religious prafticc, to fup- 
port, by deciding in our favour as they have done. 
Whereas thofe Churches and individuals to vrhom the 
two Do6lors appeal, were conficlcrcd by tliem, in re- 
ference to the particulars under their notice, as coin- 
ciding in fentmoit and practice with themfelves 
The atteftation of a Qiiakcr, in this cafe, is like tliat 
of Mr. David Levi the Jew, refpccHng the fenfe 
of certain paflages in the New Tcftamcnt, in oppofi- 
tion to the fentiincnts of Dr. Priestley : which, I 
am perfuaded, our author himfelf muft confidcr as a 
ftrong prefumptive evidence, that his own view of 
thofe paffiigcs is juft, and that Dr. Priestley’s is 
erroneous. 

From the preceding pages it appears, 1 prefume, 
that Dr. W. is far from having pertojincd his pro- 
mife to the public ; cither as it Itands on his 'Fitle 
page, or as contained in his Preface. In otlier words, 
that he has not given ^ a full reply’ to P^i'dobnp- 
tifm Exafnlned — That he has not laid his axe to the 
• root of, what he calls, my ‘ ftalcly tree’ ; but only 
‘ nibbled at fome of the branches’ — That he has not 
‘ undermined the foundation’ of my argumentative 
edifice ; but merely attempted to hide the numerous 
imperfeftions of his own caufe. P"or though I con- 
fider the appointment of Chrift, and apoftollc prac- 
tice, as the ONLY foundation of my faith and conduft, 
relative to the adminiftratlon of baptifm ; yet, as ob- 
ferved before, the principal grounds of my argu^ 
nuntation^ all through Picdohaptifm Examined^ are, 
teftimonies to fails, conceffions of what we affert, 


^ Sec fadobap. Exam, Voi. II. p. 530 — 533. 
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and principles of reafoningj produced from Padobap-- 
tijls. To all which were added, in the fccond Edi- 
tion of my hooky numerous atteftations to our caufe, 
from the people caHcd ^fakers. In oppofition to 
which, Dr. W. has not ‘ anfwered his party but 
merely ' iliown his opinion For he has only ‘ w/A- 
‘ blcdy where he engaged to extirpate : and, to ren- 
der the Px'dobaptiit edifice more pleafing to the view 
of its numerous occupants, he has endeavoured to 
plafler over its gaping flav/s, when his promife was 
to fip the foundation of my fabric. 

Nor has he failed merely with regard to thofe vari- 
ous data on which my argumentation fo often pro- 
ceeds y for a great number of my arguments, on dif- 
ferent branches of the fubjedf, are entirely overlooked 
by him: and as to thofe rcafonings in our favour which 
1 have produced from Paedobaptift authors, he never, 
that I rccolleft, attempts to anfvver thejn ; except in 
the cafe of Mr. Peirce, wnth reference to Infant 
communion. But of thefe particulars, further notice, 
perhaps may be taken in the following pages. — He 
feems, indeed, in a vail variety of inftances, to have 
kept in remembrance one part of his Motto, and to 
have forgotten another : by ‘ Ihowing his opinion*, 
in general, without ^ anfwering his part’, in parti- 
cular cafes. He prefents it, however, to the public, 
as ‘a FULL /eply^ to Padohaptifm Examined. But 
as Julius Cjesar himfelf, when contending for the 
empire, could feared y profefs a more heroic ardour 
to attack a Roman phalanx, than my opponent mani- 
fefts in ‘ confronting, breaking, and routing’ one of 
the argumentative kind ; fo there is lefs reafon to be 
furprifed if, in multiplied inftances, his cdndu<3 
favour of C.ffisAR’s boaft, Veni, vidi, vici- 



CHAPTER IV, 


Concerning Pojitive Injiitniions^ and Analogical 
Reajontng. 


B aptism having been univerfally confidered 
as a divine appointmentof the pofiiive kind, the 
true dodlrine of pofitive inftitutes muft be of great im- 
portance in this controverfy. Relative to this parti- 
cular, however, equally as to various others, my oppo- 
nent ‘ fhows his opinion ^ to be very different from 
that of Paedobaptifts in common. For thus he fpeaks ; 

‘ The Paedobaptifts in general have tamely fubmitted 
‘ to this and the Lordlsfnpperarepoji^ 

^ five injiitutions^ in its moft abfolute and undiftin- 
* guiflied fenfe, as a maxini not to be controverted 
This maxim, though, fo far as I have obferved, univer- 
fally approved by theological writers, he boldly rejeSs j 
becaufe, in his opinion, it betrays a good caufe into the 
baiKis of its enemies. It is neceflary, however, that a 
fcntiment fo uncommon fliould be well fupported : but, 
whether he be confiftent, either with the truth, or with 
hinpfelf, let us now confider. 

His view of pofitive laws, ordinances, and duties, is 
thus expreffed. ^ By pofitive laws I underftand, fuch 
* laws as do not appear to us obligatory, except upon 
* the nure authority of the divine Legifator — Pofitive 
^ iiyiitutions^&ndiiy taken, area fpccics of pofitive laws, 
^ and differ as Tilaw differs from eininjlitution — Pofitive 
‘laws are no further binding than the authority by 
• which they are enjoined is difcernihle. And it is c- 
^ qually evident, that there is no pofiible method of dif- 
* Cerning the Lawgiver’s authority and will> relative to 

• VoJ. L 34- 
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* thefe laws, but by his own exprefs declarations, [or by 

‘ divinely authorized ,] for if they are difcerni- 

‘ ble any other way, they are no longer pofitive-— 
‘ The choice of the ir^ftitution depends on the fovereign 
^ pli’afar/ ^fGod — [The] will and authority [of the In- 

* ftitur''*r hinifclf,] miift be the fo!e and exclufive ground 
‘ of the inflitution’. All this is granted, and manifeft- 
ly applies to baptifm. — He proceeds: ^ It is allowed 
' on all hands, — that the diflingulhlng nature of pofi- 
‘ tive laws confifts in the meafure and the degree of 
‘ their irJliiutlon^ atid that they derive their whole be- 
^ /A'j fro:n the fovereign will of God.* But what does 
he mean by ‘ the nuafurc and the degree of their infti- 
‘ tution ?* Either pofitive laws are cnadled, or they 
are not. If the former, their wh^le being is derived 
‘ from the fovereign will of God;’ and it is evidently 
improper to fpeak of the degree of their inftitution. If 
the latter, they do not extjiy and, therefore, as they arc 
not inftituted, there can be neither any degree-^ not 
meafurey of their inftitution. — He adds : ‘ We all agree 
‘ that fuch an inftitution as deferves the denomination 
‘ of pofttivcy is that the reafon of which we do not fee, 

* yet delivered with fuchplainnefs,c]cai nefs and circuni- 
‘ ftantial evidence, as is liable to no mifcojiftrudlion 
‘ from a perfon of common capacity and religious fin- 
‘ ccrity Granted ; provided there be no quibbling 
upon the phrafes, ^ religious fincority,* and ‘ circuin- 

* ftantial evidence.* For it is unreafinablc to imagine 
that mere cmimijiancesy or thofc particulars which are 
no way eflential to the mode, or the fubjcil of a pofi- 
tive inftitute, fhould be explicitly contained, either in 
fcriptural precepts, or examples. Nor is it lefs evi- 
dent, that a perfon of good natural capacities, and of a 

Vol I. z;, 24, 25, 33, 35, 39,40, 49' 
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liberal education, may be in fome views religioujly fin- 
cere\ and yet lie under a ftrong, though unperceived 
bias, to mifeonftrue the plaineft divine law. This, Icon- 
cieve, Dr. W. himfelf muft allow in regard to the 
people called Quakers, with reference to baptifni and 
the Lord’s fup^cr. 

Relative to the fame fubjefl: my opponent fays ; 

* What a wife legiflator uitends fliould be underftood 
‘ and complied with, he will make fuHiciently clear 
‘ and determinate ; but what is not fo, does not, pro- 
‘ perly fpeaking, make any part of the ftatute. Alid 

* this is eminently the cafe in thofe laws that are call- 
‘ ed pofitive*^.’ — But is there anvf.mg in the baptif- 
mal ftatute, which qur divine Lawgiver did wox.^ Intend 
‘ fhould be underftood and complied with any more 
than in his law refpedting th^ facred flipper? Did he 
not intend to be underftood, refpedling the fubjeft and 
the mode of baptifm, and to have the revelation of his 
will confidered as la%'j ? Now the language oflaw^ is the 
language of fupreme authority, and of peremptory re- 
quifition. Fora legiflator, as fuch, fpeaks not, except 
in commands or in prohibitions. 

' He again fays; ‘A wife legiflator, in proportion as 

* he would have his laws underftood and obeyed, will 
‘ enadl them in a plain and determinate manner ; Jefus 

* Chrift is fuch a lawgiver f But why infert that 
qualifying claufc, ‘In proportion as he would have 
< his laws underfood and obeyed?^ Did Dr. W. ever 
hear of Tiwife legiflator cnadllng laws, wTiich he did 
not mean his own fubjedls to underftand and obey ? 
Or does the hiftory of iegiflation, from the beginning 
of the world to this day, furnilh a fingle inftance of a 

legiflator promulgating any law, which he intend- 


ed 
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cdthe fubjevSls of his governient (hould undcrlland and 
obey ina confcjjedly partial manner ? What is law^ 
in its very nature, but the commanding w/V/of a legiflator ? 
But if fo, where notliing is enjoined, or prohibited, no 
legiflator interferes — there is no law. How, then, 
/houid he be eftecnied a zvijc legiflator, who promul- 
gates commands, or prohibitions, which he does not 
intend fhould be underftood and obeyed ? Common 
fenfe forbids the thought. Nay, our author himfelf 
tacitly forbids it, when he faysj ^ Law^ in its moft 
‘ general and comprelienfiv e import, lignifies a rule of 
‘ aidion^ dictated by fome fuperior But no law can 
be confidcred as a rule of action^ further than it was de- 
figned to be underftood and obeyed. The lawofbap- 
tifin,forinflance,ist]ie rule of a^iiorh[cfyQ.cx\n^^ baptifm. 
This my opponent ought,onhis own pririciples, to admit, 
orclfc to deny that there is any law for that ordinance. 
Yet, if our Lord had not intended to be underflood and 
obeyed, whenfpeaking in that law concerning the mode 
and the fubject ; of v/hat alflon would it have been the 
rule ? This particular, however, will come under fur- 
ther coiifideration in the following paragraphs. — Now, 
reader, why, in tlic name of legifiaiivc wifdom and of 
common fenf’ — why hioiildDr. W. i.utroduce t]i:it*ex- 
ceptivc claiifc, ^ fri proportion as he would have his laws 
* underftood and obeyed as appih'aide to the law of 
our divine So\'crcign ;'erpc<?dngl».-.ptifm ? For, that Chrift: 
is a wife lcgi4fatr>r, my opponent readily admits. But 
for :iwlfe l.iivgivcr among men to ifliie commands, or 
prohibitions, to any defeription of fubj Gets, concerning 
either one thing or another, without intending they 
fhould undvU'ftaad and obey what he fays ; wotild be 
an aftonlihing phenomenop in the hiftory of feciilar Ic- 
giflation. Na.y, it would be eftcemed an evidence of 
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his weaknefs^ rather than his wifdom, however deter- 
minate and plain any other of his commands or his e- 
difts were. It might, therefore, have been expefted, 
that not only the wifdorn^ but the fupreme dominion of 
Him who is King in Zion, would have abfolutely for- 
bidden Dr. W. to imagine, that our fublime Sove- 
reign had enadled a law for the fubjects of his kingdom, 
the principal commanding terms of which he did not 
intend they ftiould either obey or iinderftand. Nor 
can I fiippofc that my rerpe6l:able opponent would ever 
have thought of any divine law being defigncd for/>/vr- 
tial apprehenfion and partial obedience, if he had not 
confidered it as ncceilary to fuppoit an hypod^efis. By 
his conducSf, it (hould fccin, that you mult either coti- 
fider Chrift, when fpcaking in the law of baptifm, as 
expreffing himfelf obfcurcly,' indeterminately, and not 
intending to be obeyed ; or be in danger of conclud- 
ing that the baptifmal ftatutc implicitly forbids Infant 
Iprinkling. 

Our author, when jufllycenfuring a practice among 
die Ancients, baptizing perfons in, what he call?, 
* their birthday habits/ a flis and anfwc re iji the follcvd ng 
manner: ‘ Will Mr. B. fiy it is required, by divine 
< law, that baptifm be adminiftered to perfons as naked 
^ as Adam in Paradife ? — If it be faid, that v/hat was 
^^^nmodcjl is now /a, it follows that local 

^ cujhms and national decency are not to be overlooked 
^ even in pofitive injiitutiens — JVill ulli\ B. Jay, A 

needlefs queftion : for my opponent never fuppofed 
that 1 either believed, or fhould aflert, any fuch thing. — 
Are not to be overlooked. So, then, the voice of 
tional ilecenrj is to be heard, and the force of local cuf- 
toms is tobc felt, in the adininiff ration of a divinely pofi- 
tive rite j even though the will of the Inftitutor him- 

• Vol. II. 174. 
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I’clf be the foie and exclufive ground of the inftitution ! 
Our Lord, fpeaking in his pofitive laws, may indeed 
command what he pleafes ; but hisdifciples, according t6 
Dr. W. may be obliged in certain cafes, well toconfider 
bf);v " local cuftoms, and national decency, ’ will per- 
mit them to perform his commands. For if that decen- 
cy, and thofe cuftoms, ‘are not to be overlooked,^' 
they muft be regarded. But, if regarded, they muft 
have an influence on the adminiftration : and who can 
fiy how’’ far that influence may extend ? Who fliall 
fjt bounds, in this cafe, to the combined and control- 
iing power of ^ local cuftoms and national decency, * 
whenever they are inimical to the poftivc appointments 
ofjefus Chrifl: ? — Had this princyde of our author 
been underflood and approved by the patriarch Abra- 
ham, he would not fo rc;idily have obeyed the divine 
order to circuincife himfelf, and his male domelfics, as 
he manifeftly did. For except Dr. W. believe that 
circumrinoii was originally, not of the father but of 
the idolatrous Cicntilcs, he muft conclude, that the 
Frmul of GjiJ^ in pe^femming that rite, acted contrary 
to ‘ Iccrd cu/loin^ ,, ’ and was conf.clered by multitudes 
as committing!; the moft violent outrage on ‘ nati(*nal 
‘ decency. ’ — To meet with fuch an aflertion from the 
pen of a Jefuit, would not be furprifing j but I am af- 
tonifh^?(l to find it recorded by a Proteftant Diftenter. 

Though Df. W. frequently fpeak of pofitive 
tions, without limitutlon or diftinftion ; yet he inflfts 
tint baptifm and the Lord’s fupper are not inftitiites 
of a merely pofuive kind : nay, that the rites of ancient 
JuJalfm were not of that nature ; as will appear by the 
fcdlowing extracts, ‘ There are no precepts now in 
‘ force, at Icaft, of a nature merely pofitive. None, I 

jehn, vii, 
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* mean, wherein all the minutia of circumftances ne- 

* ceffary for the difcharge of the duty commanded are 
5 fpecified by the Lawgiver ; and therefore thofe infti- 
‘ tutions of Chriftianity which are commonly termed 
f pofitive, are but partially fo.’ He propofes to ‘ demon- 
‘ trate’ that ‘ the New Teftaincnt inftitutions are 
‘ NOT of a nature merely pofitive ’ but ‘ of a mixed na- 
< ture ; that is to fay, partly pofitive and partly moral. * 

‘ There were*, he fays, ‘ many precepts under the Jew- 
‘ ifh oeconomy pofitive in a ccnfiderable degree^ rela- 
‘ tive to the fuhjeSf as well as the mode of an inftitute 
c — but it docs not follow that any one of thefe zvere 
‘ fo ftriftly pofitive, as not to take fame things for 
^granted rcfpe6ting the circumftances of the duty; 

‘ fuch as national cuftom, the common diftates of fenfe 
^ and reafon, traditionary knowledge, tlie general prin- 
^ ciples of the lav/ of nature, and fo on He tells us, 

‘ That the qiialificaticn of the fubjecls formed no part 
‘ of the pofiihrncfs of the law of bapiifm — To purify 
‘ by water^ In the name of the I'athcr, and fo on, was 
‘*ofa pofitive nature; but what kind of rrionil cpialifi- 
^ cations (and no other are fuppofed) v/crc fuitablc, for 
‘ a^participation of the ordinance, needed no pofitive 
‘ ftandard to determine f.’-— Hence he infers. That 

* not to diftinguifh between the pofitivenefs and inora^ 

‘ lity of a precept, ordinance or duty, and not to afccr- 

* tain their rcfpective digrees-y and to deny th.at the 
‘ latter diftindlion admits of moral rcafoning, infer- 

* ence and analogy, open a wddc door to bigotryy and 
‘ numberlcfs glaring abufes of the facred oracles 
Such is Dr. W.’sviewofthe fubjecl before us : inoppo- 
fition to which the following things maybe confidered. 

No religious injiitute now that is merely pofithe j 

• VoL T. 34, 3?, 39, 87, 8S. t Vcl. II. 394, 395* 
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live ; and the rites of ancient Judaifm werefo only to a 
confiderahle degree. Then it has been with but little 
penetration, or accura^-'y, that theological writers, for 
time iin:nf‘itiorial, have to giemvdWy contrajicd pofitiv^e 
with moral duties. For I do not recol- 
lect a Tingle autlior, bciidcs Dr. W., who denies either 
the rites of Judaifm, or baptifrn and the Lord’s fupper> 
to be ftrictly fpeaking inftitutions. But who 

can wonder that the penetration of fuperior genius* 
— one who announces himfelf on his title page as a fe- 
coiid Elihu, profelTcdly to ^fiiow his opinion,’ fliould 
difeover a ‘ latent myftery ?’ — Befides, as Dr. W. ex- 
preAly allows the ^ propriety of my reafoning upon the 
‘ nature and effcntial properties of p(/Mtivc inlHtutions, 

‘ as for as they arc j'uch felt himfelf constrained to 

feck for a new ground, on which to defend his caufe. 
But were it not for what has jult been mentioned, it 
would appear a little extraordinary, and n&t eafily to be 
credited, that, after fuch numbers of the moil learned 
and able authors have appeared in vindication of Piedo- 
baptifm, « ne w geneial prindple of defending it, that is 
worthy of the higheft regard, fhould be found by my 
opponent. It is not, indeed, uncommon for expert 
polemics to arQ:uc upon old principles in a nciv man- 
ner ; but, refpecting theological fubjedts, ’and in the 
prefent age, wc fcldom find a new aiidfolid principle of 
argumcij^tioik adopted, in vindication of aiiold caufe — 
a caufe ji-; h .-ri l/f-nded a tlioufand times, iind 
that by perfons of profound learning and acute pans. — 
Being ^ enamoured,’ though not ‘ difproportionately,* 
with an obfertnition made Dr. W., I confefs myfelf 
ftrongiy ‘ tempted’ to tr.inlcribe Itj only talcing the 
liberty of applying it in a different manner. T'hus, tlun, 
•tir author : ‘ I'hat fuch characters as Air. Br ai n ii R d, 
* V«l. I. aS. 
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‘ or his celebrated biographer Mr. Jonathan Ed- 
^ WARDS, that Profeffors W itsius andTuRRKTiNus, 
‘ Do6tor s O w £ N and M A N t o n, B 1 fiiops L a t i m £ r and 
^Leighton, Reformers Luther and Calvin, a;id 
‘a thoiifand more of the lame fpirit, fliould [confider 
^baptifm as a merely pofitive inlHtute,] is not won- 
‘derful, on our principles; but that fuch perfons as 
‘ thefe fliould be guilty of an enonmui [blunder, with 
‘ regard to the true nature of a pofitive rite;] — dcli^ 

* be lately, habitually, in tlicir mofl ferious moments, 

* and for a long feries of y(^ars to their dying day— is 

* what I cannot digeft.- But he that car.^ let him — 
Fond, however, as my opponent is of his new datioriy 
he {bmetimes relat&fes into the old lar'a^uage of P.rdo- 
baptlfts. For ho not only (peaks e.f pojiuve iiiftitu- 
tions, and of pofitive divitie law f; hut he contrafls' 
baptifin with moral duty, in the following manner 

* We do not day that haptipu — is taught by the light 

* of nature and reafon ; but is, on the contrary, a. 

^pofitive appointment J.’ 

To obviate the charge of novelty, refpeflin? his 
view of baptilm as partly moral, Dr. W. aj^peals to 
Di-. Owen: v/ho confiders the law of the fablvith as 
being of a mixed nature, and ‘ moral pofiiivc ||.’ Up- 
on wliich he makes the fallowing remark : ‘ Mr. B., 

* and — thofc of the fame mind, would ilo well to con- 

* fider thefe difti'ietions [made by Dr. 

^ thoroughly, in refertnee to the caufes of the fab- 

* bath, and the Pu-dobaptid: controverfy I'hat 1 
have confitdered thefe diltindlions, is a fad ; and thztj 
probably, bclbre our ambor’s age would permit huix 
to do it: but whctliCT, thoroughly^ 1 will not aflerr. 

• Vol. H. 4t 6. f \ol If. :i6, if>i. t 
I Vol. JI. 596— iv Vg^i. ii. 39^, J99. Sue ?(vdobap, 
Hxuni. Vol. JI. p. :5. . 
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Nor have 1 any objection againft the fabbatkal ap- 
pointment being reprdented as of a mixed nature, or 
as partly irioralj anti partly politive : in which view it 
has been frequently Conlidered by learned authors, as 
v/elias by Dr. Owen. But neither the Doctor, nor 
any other theological writer, whofe works I have 
perufeJ, prior to the appearance of Antlp/isdobaptifm 
Examined^ ever confidered baptifm in that light. The 
charge of novelty remains, therefore, in all its force. 

No preerpts now in force of a nature merely pof<- 
live : or, none in ivhicb all the 7mnuil(V of clrcumjicin’* 
CCS necejfary to the difeharge of the duty co7nma 'nde:l ara^ 
preferibed^ This politioii I will endeavour to pi*ove 
and illuftrate for our author. — x\m^ong the numerous 
‘ ?ninutia of circuinftanccs’ necelHiry, for iiiftance, to 
the adminiftration of baptifm, time is one. For 
though baptifm be a very different thing from timey 
yet the former cannot be adminiftere^ without the 
latter. But notwidiffanding the abiblutc neceffityof 
that circuniffance, neither in the Old Tcftarnent, not 
in the New, is there any command to baptize in 
Ipring, rather than autumn ; in fuiiuncr, rather than 
winter; in tlie day-time, rather than in the inVht: 
nor is any number ofniinutes, to be employed in the 
adminiftration, preferibed. No ; the law of baptifm 
leaves us as much liberty, with regard to circurn-^ 
ftances of this kind, as do the precepts for prayer. A 
plain proof tliat baptifm cannot be a merely pofitive^ 
iriftitute ] — Some place is equally accefi’ary. But 
there is no command for baptifn being adminiftcred 
in Jordan, rather than in the Tiber, or in the 
'ihiames ; in a pond, rather than iu a baptiftery. 
Srill theevideiK:e riles. — 'rheremuft,of ncccffity, be 
an admin[ftrui‘ji\ But whether, like the ancient 
Jewifh priefts, lie fliould be quite free from pcrfonal 
G 2 blenii/h. 
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blemifli, is not faid: nor yet, whether he fliould be 
old, or young ; tall, or fliort; learned, or illiterate; 
habited in canonicals, or in his common apparcL. 
The adminiftrator is to pronoiMice a certain fonn of 
words : but whether with a ftroiig and loud, or with 
a low and feeble voice, is not preferibed. Now the 
proof afiumes the bright appearance of demonft ra- 
tion. — T here muft alfo be a fuhjett. But whether he 
fliould be ruddy with youth, or hoary with age; 
whether he fliould be rich, in middling circumftanccs, 
or poor; whether, in profefling his faith, he fliould 
employ fifty minutes, or only five ; what fliould be 
the colour of his hair, or the tone of his voice ; and, 
finally, whether at the time of adminiftration he 
fliould appear in fiis iifual cloathing, or in fome other 
decent garments, the law of baptifm is entirely filent. 
—Various other ^ minutia of circumftances’ attend- 
ing the adminiftration might be mentioned ; but by 
thefe it appears that our divine Legiflator was not 
particular in preferibing the circuniflances^ and efpeci- 
ally the mtnutia of them. It is, therefore, extreme- 
ly apparent, that baptifm is not an inftitution entire’- 
Xy pofitive, E. D. 

'*Dr. W. may hence perceive that, bigot as he con- 
fiders me to be, I have candour and gcnerofity enough 
to furnifli him with a demonftration ot his ipfc dixit. 
Now, as he is extremely far from ^ the line of bigo- 
* try,’ and equally far from ‘ screwing’ any thing in 
^ the VICE of bigotry;’ it may be juftly prefumed, 
that the boafted benevolence of his heart, and the 
well known elegance of his pen, will make me a 
tender of the moft polite and grateful acknowledg- 
ments for the favour. — But, be that as it may, I will 
venture to add : My opponent might as well plead, 
that no precept can be of a ftriftly pofitive kind, in 

which 
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v/hich it is taken for granted that the objefts con- 
cerned are inen^ and not brutes; or poflefs cornmo 
fenfe^ and are not idiots. He feerns to forget, that- 
the airgregate of mer^ circ uni fiances attending the ad- 
in in: li ’'aiion of an iiiilitiilc, does not conftitute 
part cS lL'(; inifitutc itfdf. Thnfe^ on different occa- 
fions, in ly be exceedingly various, while that con- 
tinues elfenu.diy the fame. — The following obferva- 
tion of Dr. Owen will here apply. ^ It is merely 

* from a fpirit of contention that fome call on us, or 
‘ others, to produce exprefs tcidimony, or inftitutlon, 

‘ for every ctrcuinjiance in the practice of religious 
‘ duties in the church — But if men will be froward, 

‘ and becaufe they may not make Ijw^s thcmfclvcs, or 
‘ keep the ftatutos made by others, will negleft the 
< due obfervation and execution of what Chrift hath or- 

* dained ; or will deny that we may, and ought, in and for 

* the due obfervation of his laws, to rn^ke ufe of the 
‘ inbred light of nature, and rules of common pru^ 

‘ dence^ (the ufe and exercife of both which are in- 
‘ eluded and enjoined in the commands of Chriid, in 
‘ that he requires a compliance with them in the way 
^ of obedience ) I know of no relief againft the perpe- 
‘tiiity of our differences about thefe things — The. 
‘ Lord Chrift, in the inftitution of Gofpel Churches, 

^ tlieir ftate, order, rule, and worfnp^ doth not require 
^ of his difciplcs, that, in their obfervance of his ap- 

^ pointments, \hey Ihould ccafe to be mcn^ or forego 
‘ the ufe and exercife of their rational abilities, accord- 
‘ ing to the rule of that exercife, which is the liglit of 
‘nature^.’ — Ofafimilar kind is the conduft of Dr. 
W., to that reproved by Dr. Owen : and we are as 
ftir fr oni requiring exprefs precept, or precedent, fro m 
the New Teftament, ‘for the mere circumjlances of 
Hfiquiiy Into ibc Orig, aud Nat, of CbiinbeSj p. 14, 29. 22. 
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feaptifmal adininiftratiorij :is cither the Doctorj or ruv 
opponent himfcif. We arc alfo equally far from dif* 
carding the light of nature, or the diciates of com- 
mon fenfe, with reference to thofe things that are 
merely circumilantial in tlic adminiihation. lint 
iheii v/e confider the iame common fenfe as itMching, 
tiiat nolle of thofe circiiinllanccs are iiicluJcd in fne 
lavv of baptifrn, and that they make no part of the 
inilitution. 

in another place my opponent fpcaks in the follow- 
ing manner. ‘ When the clrcumjiances of a duty 
commoniy termed arc left in an indetermU 

* nate ftatc, and therefore of neceflity mufl: yield to 
7nQral confuleration?, and when thofe moral conficlc- 

** rations do not arife immediately from the evident 

* relation of the cafe in hat*d, or are not determined 
^ clearly by precept or example; what more rational 

< method of determining theje ciramjlances^ than by 

recurring by means of analogy to thofe which we are 
fore met with the divine approbation — In another 

place he charges our principles with being nearly ^ al- 
'* lied to the intereft of genuine bigotry bccaufe they 
have ‘ a direct tendency to make the unpreferibed r/r- 
cumjlances of apofitivc c[fe 7 it ial to the rite itfelfo 

< and confeqaently to make that neceffarv and eflen- 
^ tial which the Inftitutor has not made fo -j — Un- 
der the tQnm circimjiances^ ])r. W. here feems to in- 
clude both mode and fobjefl. For Ive fpcaks with 
reference to baptifm, and in order to lay a foundation 
on which to proceed in proving Infant fprinkling by 
analogical arguments. I cannot fiippofe, therefore, 
that by the word circumjianccs-i he meant fuch parti-' 
culars as thofe which have been fo recently emimc- 
irated; becaofe that would be nothing to his purpofe. 

* VeL L 5i.,52. t Vol. I. 91,92. 
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Wherci.s, Vv^.rc it granted, or could he prove, that 
bath 2:nJe aiul faijr'l are circ uni fiances of baptifm, it 
would be much in his favour. But that they arc not 
So, nor can without ^ibuirdity be fo denominated, may 
r'pr.ear f o.n the Ibllowing confulcrations, 

V/;r:rfi.u* circumflaiiCes be confidercd as belonging 
io pcifbiis, to acliuns, or to things, they arc always 
Ov gai'ded as difiinguifhii.hle, and in our common forms 
of fpeaking are a-itu.illy diuinguifhed. from the per- 
sons, the a'viiions, or the things theiufclves, to which 
they app:nd : fo that whether a diviue appointment, 
or a human adlion, be under enquiry, it cannot be 
confounded with its real circum/lanccs^ without dif- 
ordcr in our conceptions, and abfurdity in our lan- 
guage. Now, baptifm being the appointment here 
difcLifTed, what is there in that divine iaftitution, ex- 
cept an action to be performed, the proper fubjedl of 
that ablion, and the verbal form of adnnniftration ? 
Jf, then, the action to be performed, •and the proper 
fubjcct of that acllon, be circimjianccs of baptifm, 
W’hat is bapi’fm ii)ocs it confift in merely 

pronouncing folemn form of words, over an in- 
fant or an adult ? That cannot be ; nor will any 
aiiert it : becaufa die iniTtution ij called baptifm, 
from the very abl of baptizing. Confequently, that 
.aCfioii cannot be a circumftaiice 5 for, without it, 
b.iplifn iticif neither does, nor can exift, any other- 
Wifj than iij the appointment of it. — Further: As, 
without tlie ablion called baptizing, there is nothing 
that cun be j Hilly denominated ; fo that ac- 

.tioii fhould be performed on a duly qualified fubjedh 
This my opponent himfelf will not deny^ But what- 
ever qualifies for baptifm is, in reference to that in- 
ihtution, of thj higheft importance ; and mull be fo 
conrijdered by every confeientious adminillrator : be- 
U 4. .caufe. 
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caufe, by the very nature of the cafe, an unqualified 
perfon ought not to be baptized. It follows, there- 
fore, that qualifications for the ordinance arc 7iot a 
circumftance ; nor can, v/ithout aj^furdity, be fo call- 
ed.' — Or would Dr. W, approve the language and 
conduft or an adminiffrator, who fliould fay to a can- 
didate ? ‘ Your qualifications for baptifm arc^ I know, 

^ greatly doubted by fome. But qualifications are a 
‘ mere circumjiance of the duty : and, therefore, 

* whether you be qualified or not, I will baptize you.* 
Now, if my opponent would condemn fuch conduct, 
he cannot confiftently clafs qualifications for baptifm 
among the circumflances of that appointment. It 
is not common even with wr, to cenfure an adminif- 
trator feverely^ becaufe he does not regard a mere 
circuni/lancc ; notwithflanding we are, according to 
our author, fo extremely prone to bigotry. Much 
lefs can it be fuj)pofed that he who never yet was 
inclined to ‘ screw’ a pcfitive inftitute ‘ in the vice 
‘ of bigotry^ and who is eminent for a liberal turn of 
mind, fhould cenfure, more or lefs, for the want of 
a circumftance, properly fo called, I cannot help 
fufpeefting, however, that the caufe of Infant fprink- 
ling muft be, in the opinion of Dr. W. at Icaft, in a 
very diftrefled fituation for want of evidence; or 
elfe he would never have recourfe to fuch a mode of 
defence, as confounds the circnafiances of things 
with th'j things ihemfehes^ and offers Ygdence to the 
common forms of fpeech. Bccaufe he might as well 
Hhav': faid. That for a male child to be eight days old, 
and to cut off the prseputium, were circumjlanccs of 
the ancient circumcifion ; as pretend that the adtioii 
called baptizing^ and the qualifications of the fubjeci:, 
are circumllances of baptifm. The former not being 
qiore effential to the old Abrahamic rite, than the 

latte?' 
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latter are to the Chriftian inftitute now before us.— ^ 
As to that circuitous way of obtaining evidence 
which he propofes, rcfpefting his mifnamed circum^ 
fianccs-i and whether there be any occafion for it ; I 
Audi at prefent refrain from animadverfion, but in- 
tend to t:i;ce notice of thofe particulars in the follow- 
ing pages. 

To purify hy water is of a pnfttive nature*^ but the 
qualification of the fuhjeSi forms no part of the pofitive^ 
nefs of the lazv of haptif n, 'Fhen it may be conclu- 

ded, according to his own rule, that purification by 
water is much more clean ly exprefled in the bapti final 
ffatute, than the qualifications of the fubjeft. But is 
that a fact ? Is cither the word purification^ or the 
term water ^ ufed in the law of bnptifm ? I am rather 
appreh'^rifive that were Dr. W. to have ‘recourfe to 
‘ his gl.iffes, and to wipe them clean nay, were he 
again to make the experiment of ^Jlanding and read- 
‘ ing,' or of ^ walking and reading,’ tfie law of bap- 
tlfm; he would be greatly fatigued before he found 
either of thofe expreffions, and meet with a fecond 
difappointment. For though the idea of water be 
plainly implied in the participle baptizing^ and though 
it be cxprefsly mentioned in the hiftory of apoftolic 
praftice ; yet not more fo than the qualification of 
the fubject in the verb teach^ which is an exprcfsly 
cna;l:fi ng term in the lac red ftatute ; or than in the 
word hcllcveth^ in a parallel pallage ; or than in the 
langiKige of J^hillp, If thou belicvejL — The qualifica* 
tion of the fubjeol forms no part of the positiveness 
vf the law of haptifm. It feems, then, that the qua- 
lifications of the fiibjccl do form a part of the laiu of 
baptifm, though they do not enter into ihe pofiiive* 
nefs of that la^v. Were wc, for the fake of argu- 
ment therefore to grant, that the qualifications of 
CJ 5 the 
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the fubje(?c form ‘ no part of the poiitivencfs of the 
law/ y^t while it is tacitly admitted that they form 
a part of its morality^ wc muft* ftill coiifiJer thole 
<jua]ihcations as preferibed in the law id: If: which is 
aniroicaL to the general reafoning of our author. 

As to furificatim^ it is a perfect ftrangcr, both 
•word and thing, to that divine law. But were we to 
*adiTiit, that baptifm is purification by water ; even 
then the qualification of the fubje^it would be equally 
plain, on the face of the ftatutc, with the purifica- 
tion itfelf* Becaufe, bv dcterminlnii: what khid of 
purification it is, you alfo determine what fort of im- 
purity is removed by it. For coinmon feni’e will ad- 
itnit, that none can be qualified for purification, who 
,are not polluted , that there can be no purification, 
where nothing is purified \ mvi that nothing is purified, 
•tut by the removal of impurity. If, therefore, bap- 
^ifm be zphyjical purification, it muft be confidercd 
zs purging away corporal pollution. Confequcntly, 
foulnefi of the jkin^ and a defirc of clcanfing, niuft be 
•the qualification. This ®ur author, to my altonifhment, 
ifeems toavow : lc»r he tells us that Peter call's baptifm, 
^ fhe wajhing away the filth of the rJL£SH*.’ With 
w^hom alfo my other warm oppofer, Mr. Pirik, 
.agrees; who blames us for faying, that baptifm is 
^ a fpiritual bleifing,’ which ‘ docs not put away the 
‘ filth cf the fiefnd This, he tells us,"^ is ‘the very 
* argument of the Quakers f.’ 'Fheir 'notion, how- 
ever, of baptilm putting away the filth of the fiejh^ 
were it a facl: ; would be far more fuitable to the 
practice of immcrfioji, than to that of fprinkling.. 
Tor, furely, it muft be but a very fmall part of that 

Voh i. laS. t Appendixy 171. 
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filth which either of my oppofers can put away, by 
applying a few drops of water to the face. — If bap - 
tif:n be a ceremonial purification, legal defilement, 
!i/:c tliat of the aTicient Jews, muft be removed by 
it i and the qualification will be ritual impurity^ con- 
nected with willingnefs to be cbanfjd.— If it be a 
moral purification, it muft purge, either guilt from 
the confcience, or depravnty from the heart. Con- 
'fequently, the qualification will rr.anifefily be, either 
defilemrnt of co7:fLir?7i'ry or corruption of hearty or both 
united'y and an inclination to be purified. I have 
"faid, a dcfirs of cloaiifing — 1 ujiHingnefs to be cicanfed 
“in incUnntioyi to be pindfied, with reference to 
adults; becaufe our author does^ not plead for their 
purification, except they coiifent — MTow 1 appeal to 
impartiality, whether/ in each of thef t c.ibs,. the 
lification of (he fubjeft be not a* dearly contained in 
the facred ftatute, as the purification Jtfclf ? 

To purify by water in the name of the Father.^ and 
fo 077^ is of a poftilve nature. But our author has 
elfewherc informed us, and wc agree v/ith him, that 
11 ^- is, Mnto the flame of tbe'F'ather, Son, 
‘and Spirit'^'.’ Now, to purify,, to cleanfe, to free 
from defilement, into any thing, looks full as much 
like nonfenfc, as it docs like a pofitive inftitutc : be- 
caufc, w’itli the prepofition into, thefe verbs will 
not connctS:, Whereas, to dip^ to immerfe,, to plunge^ 
INTO this or that, is a natural, an ufual, an empha- 
tlcal way of fpcakiiig. 

Refpe£ling the qualifications for baptifm our au- 
thor fays; ‘It is demonftrablc, and I think has been 
‘ demonftrated, that the qua! iiica lions of the fufjjeftvS 
^ of baptifm (the mode alfo will be exairdu^d in its 
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^ place) is what cannot poffibly be determined by any 

* pofitive rule whatever asfuch, but muft be refolvcd 
^ to the difcretionary nature of the commiflion, or the 

* fuppofed wifdom and prudence of the adiniiiiftrators, 
‘ in common with other parts of the fame commiflion, 

* fuch as the choice of an audience^ the choice of a 

* concionatory fubjefi^^ and fo on Had but the 
evidence attending, when Dr. W. pretends to ‘ an- 
^ fwer his part/ been equal to the confidence with 
■which he ‘ fhows his opinion / demonft rations would 
have dropped from his pen, in the moft plentiful 
manner, under every branch of the fubjecSt. This, 
however, is not the cafe; and though far from pre- 
tending to his talent for demonft ration, I may ven- 
ture to examine the merits of this pofition. 

The qualifications of the fuhje^s cannot pojfihly be 
determined by any pojiiive n:fe. But what is meant 
by a pofitive rulc^ that fuch an impoflibility fhould 
attend it ? Is not every precept that originates in the 
fovereign will of Crod, and entirely depends on a 
revelation of that will for its obliging force, a poftiive 
rule of condudl, refpe£fing one or anotlier ? Docs 
not my opponent himfelf fay ; ‘ Law, in its general 

* and coinprchenfive import, hgnifics a rule of action 

* dictated by fo ne fuperior r* Does he not add, ‘ By 

* pofitive laws I underfland, fuch laws as do not ap- 
‘ pear to us obligatory, except upon the mere autho- 
‘ r/Vy of the divine Legiflator;’ and, ^pofitive in- 

* ftitutions, ft rifily taken, arc a fpecies of' pofitive 

* laws t?’ — If, thca, to be ‘a rule of aefion’ belong 
to every law, as iucU ; and if the bapti final ftatute 
be a fpecics of pofitive law; that ftatute muft be 
a rule of piocecding, both to the adminiftrator, and 

♦ Vd. I. 95 i VcL J, 22, ZSj 24. 
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the candidate: each of whom pei forms an of ohc- 
clience to God, when that appointment is duly rc- 
o-arded. Now, as Dr. W. does not pretend that the 
law of oaptifm is a iwrcly moral precept ; and as its 
obligation docs not extend equally to all mankind, 
it being intended for fome perfons in diftiivfHon from 
others; it follows, by ncceliary conlequencc, that it 
was not only poJfihU but needful for the qualifications 
of the fubjects to be determined in the facred ftatute; 
or elfe it could not be a rule of action’ in that very 
cafe for which it was dcfigncd, cither as to tlic aJmi- 
niftratoror the fubje£l. 

The qualifications of the fuhjeft cannot p^JJildy be de- 
icrmtned by any pofiiive ride^ as fucb, DiJ 1 not re- 
collect our author’s motto and manner, this Vv'ould 
be furprifing; but he lives in the niidfl: of funbeams, 
and 'kedob iptifn, though not once mcntion.ed in 
Scr'pture, hulks in the blaze of day. l^may he per- 
mitted, however, to alk. Whence that inipojjibiilty ? 
Does the negative of what he maintains involve a 
manifcfl contradiiStlon, cither to the perfcvSliofi of 
God, or the nature of things ? Was notour divine 
Legiflator completely at liberty to appoint v/har rite 
he pleafed ? and were not the qualifications for It 
equally at his own option ? Why, then, fliould tve 
confidcr him as under an iinpojjibility of revealing 
thofe qualifications in a merely poiitive rule, fo as 
to be fafely dct?:rmincd by his diitiples? — When Je- 
hovah faiJ to Abraham, lie that is eight days old fall 
be circumcifed among you^ every man child In yotir 'enc-* 
rations^ he that is born in the hoifc or bought veltb 
money — he, iji the f imc* law, appf)intcd a pofitive riuj 
and the qualifications for it. Circumcifion WTa; the 
rite \ and to be defeended from Abraham, or tJ be. 
domfic of his; to be of the male fex, aiiJ to be 
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eight days old, were the qualifications for it : which, 
it is plain, were of an equally pofitive kind with the 
rite itfelf. — So, in regard to the inflitiite under our 
notice. Baptifm^ in the name of the Father, and fo 
on, is a pofitive appointment; and the qualification 
for it, which equally depends on the fovereijj^n plcafurc 
of God, is contained in the law of the inllitntion. 
For thus it reads, Teach all nations^ baptizing thcni^ 
and fo on: or, as in the parallel paflage. Preach ihe 
gofpel to every creature. He that believe th and is 
baptized /hall be faved. Now docs not the term 
TEACH, in the one place, and the word belie 
ETH, in the other, as plainly refpetSi: the qiudilica- 
tions for baptifm-; as the being defe ended from Abra- 
ham — of the male fex — and eight days old, regard 
•the qualifications for circiimcifion ? and are not tlie 
qualifications in each cafe determined by the law of 
inftitutlon? 'Nor does the commiffion, as recorded 
by Matthew, afford any more ground for concludina, 
.that the minifters c'f Chrill are warranted to baptize 
either one or another before kc is taught ; than the 
fame great law of jiroceeding, as expreffed by Mark, 
Icmds us to infer that any would believe the gofpd 
before they had beard it. We indeed, may juftly 
confider the lilftory of apoflolic pradlicc as greatly 
illuftrating our Lord’s command, and, with regard to 
baptifm, as requiiing our imitation ; b,utthe Apoftlcs 
thcmfelves muff have treated that command as the 
great canon of their condudt, refpedling the quali- 
fications for baptifm, equally as for preaching at all to 
the Gentiles. Becaiife their authority for publifhing 
the glad tidings of falvation to idolatrous Heathens, 
and the qualifications of thofe Gentiles whom they 
were to baptize^ are equally contained in this com- 
jnilHott, 
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The qualifications of the fiuhjca cannot pojftbly be de- 
ternuned by a?iy pofitive 7 'ulc. It feems, however, as 
if Dr. W. thought gtherwife with regard to the fup- 
per of r^ur Lord; for, with reference to that appoint- 
ment, he lays : ‘ I maintain,- — that remembering Chrift, 
difeerning the Lord\s body, and iprcvious Jt'/fcxa?rilna-- 
^ arc qualifications of a worthy communi- 

^*cant*.’ Admitted: but how docs he know it, or 
w^hence did he gain tlie intelligence ? F rom the law 
of nature ? from general, moral precepts ? from the 
'Old Teftament, or from thofe parts of the New, 
in which the holy fupper is not mentioned ? to which 
fources of intelligence he applies, refpeefing qualifi- 
cations for baptifm. No, from nOne of thefe ; but, 
agreeably to the nature of the cafe, from the inflitu- 
iion of the ficrcd fupper ; from exprcfsly enatling 
terms of euchariftic law ; and from the pofitive di^ 
rcilions of Paul, relating to the very tafe f . — Now, 
to be taught evangelical truth, to repent^ and to believe 
in the Son of God, which we confider as the A|na!ifi- 
•cations for baptifm; are not more of a moral nature, 
than thofe mentioned by our author, as cheniially 
neceflary for the facred flipper. Nor arc thofe bap- 
tifmal qualifications Icfs plainly contained, either in 
the law of baptifm, or in the hiftory of its practice 
hy apoftolic adniiniflrators, than thoib particularized 
by Dr. W. relative to the Lord’s tabic. 

How different is thecondud: of my opponent, rc- 
fpecSing inftitutions of an equally pofitive nature ? Ac- 
cording to him, it is in vain to feefc, becaufe impol- 
fible to find, the qualifications for baptifm in the law 
of its appointment. He, therefore, has recourfe to 
xhc law of nature, and the Pentateuch of Mofes ; to the 
Pfalms of David, and the fermons of ancient Pro- 

Vol. IJ. a<£;. f Lukcxzii, 19. i Cor. xi, 24, i|:, 29. 
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phets; to the Rabbinical profi:lytc bathing, and to 
various parts of thw^ N:vv Tcftaaiciit, where baptifin 
is not mentioneJ — where there is no allufion to it— 
and whcic, for aught appears 'to the contrary, the 
Evangelifts and Apoffles had no thought about it. 
Yet, as if ho had faddenly chang :-d Tides, or as if he 
were, at leall, ‘ enamoured and tempted’ with what 
he pronounces a giofs miftalvc in our conJudl ; he 
no fooner ‘ thows his opi.iion’ concerning qualifica- 
tions for the holy Tapper, than he appc.ils to the law 
of it^ inditutioii, and to the orders of Paul refpeefing 
that very appolnt/i^ent — infifting, thji the mental 
opcraiions mentioned in tlufe paffigcs are elJcntial 
quaiificatioas for that facred rite. Put in the 

name of what he calls ‘ the logical woild’ — why 
fliould thofe words in the ' eucliariftical if atute, Do 
this REMEMBRANCE of me^ bc confulercd as mark- 
ing an ejfoiftal requifite for the Lord‘s fupper : 
while the following, Teach all nations^ baptizing 
them — He that believeth aiid is baptized^ are 
treated by him as if they had, either no regard at all 
to qualifications for hapiifm ; or, at moft, refpedted a 
fiicre circumflancc in thofe qualifi cat ions ; even though 
it t)e evident, that they conftitute a diflinguiflied 
part of the baptifmal ftatute, and refer, not to the 
G5i of baptizing, but to the fubjedl ? And why 
ftiould thofe v/ords, not discerning the Lord's body 
^Let a hian eXx\mine himself, and fo let him cat^ 
be confidercd as including a divine prcfcription of 
' ejfenti ill qualifications for the holy table ; while the 
following p.ifiages, Repent and he baptized every one 
ff you — Then they gladly RECEIVED hiszuord 

'were baptized — Jefus made and baptized mo^e dis- 
ciples than John — TV hen they believed Philip 
preaching the things concerning the kingdom of God^ 

and 
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and the name ofjefus ChrijU ihey were baptized both 
men and ivomcn—lf thou belie vest with all thine 
hearty thou mayyl be bnptlzcd — Many of the Corin^ 
thians hcaringy believed, and were baptized "" — 
arc fcarcelv allowed a iicariiig, with reference to qua- 
hficutioir, for baptifai ? Woy, did 1 a^k ? 'i'he reafori 
is plain, and i recal die queries. Bccaufe, did Dr. 
W. admit, that the ^ cffcntial qualifications’ for bap- 
tifin are marked in the law of that ordinance, and in 
the other pafl'agcs to which I refer ; equally as* thofe 
for the facred fupper in the euchariftlcal ftatute, and 
in the texts to which he adverts ; the right of infants 
to baptifni mult be abandoned: becaufe it would be 
admitting, th:it the very law of the ordinance lies 
agaijift it. — This manifeftly inconfiftent conduct of 
my opponent, refpedting the rule of qualifications for 
baptifin, and for the holy fupper, is a ftrong indica- 
tion of his love to hypothefis. Nor is it lefs argumen- 
tative of his being keenly fenfible, that though the 
law of the holy fupper, and other paflages in the 
New Teftanient, immediately relating to communi- 
on at the Lord’s table, may be fiiirly pleaded in dlre^ 
oppofitiou to Inflint communion ; yet, that neither 
the great law of baptifin, nor any other paflagc in tlje 
Nev/ Teftamcnt, diretily applies to Infant baplifm, 
nor can be fo confrrued as to apply at ally without 
much foi eign aid, or a courfc of rcafoning from re- 
mote pretnifes^ 'Lhis coiilidcralion may jufily excite 
a fufpicion, that the caufe he defends is not founded 
in Scripture.— I will not here adopt the high, mariial, 
heroic tone of in/ opponent, and ‘ chalL’ngc the 
‘ whole corps’ of Paedobaptifls, to reconcile his pofi- 
tions and arguments co.iccrnl'ig qiLiIificatioas fm* 
baptifm, with his logical labours refpcdfing taofe for 

John iv. I. Adds ii. viii. 1:1, 3C, 37. 
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the Lord’s Supper ; but I will fay, that fuch a recon- 
ciliation effected by him, would be worthy of his 
profifled polemical fkill. Nay, I will venture to 
demand cf Dr. W. a finglc, inftance of any lav/, 
divine or human, confidered by learned men as peji-- 
tive^ wife, and righteous ; in which the qualiiications, 
or ch a. ra offers, of the fubjet^fs, arc not cither litcjally 
exp»'cflcd, or jdainiy implied. 

The qiiaVficaiioriS of the fuhjecls vf bapftffn mujl 
he rejohed to the difcretionaj'y nature of the co7wniJfon<y 
vr the fuppofed wij'Jom and prudence of the adtnimf 
irators ; equally as the choice of an audience.^ the choice 
of a concionatory fuhje^^ and fo on, Thif> is one of 
the moft extraordinary pofitions with which I remem- 
ber ever to have- met, from the pen of a Protefrant. 
The nature of the commi/Hon diferetionary ! Then 
the Apoftles, and all the minifters of Chrift in fuc- 
ceeding times, provided they did fomething under 
■the notion of preaching or teachings and of baptizing^ 
■were entirely left at their liberty, to teach what they 
•pleafed, to baptize whom they fliould think proper, 
and to perform that rite according to their own 
option ! For the term defer ertionary^ fignifies unlimit-^ 
unconf rained ^, — But was it for this that our 
Lord with fuch folemnity faid, All authority 
is given to me in heaven and in earth ? 
Was it for this that he added, Teaching them to cb^ 
ferve all things whatfoever I have coMtviANDEO ? 
From fuch an idea, common fenfe revolf:s. On fuch 
a notion, piety looks indignant. 

The qualifications of the fubje£ts of baptifm, fnuj} 
be refohed to the vjifdom and prudence of the adrninU 
Jlrators* Then it is much to be wifhed that their wif- 

.Sc’C Dr. Johnson’s binder the word. 
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dom and prudence had alw^ays been as uncommonly 
great, as our author’s mode of expreffion is impro- 
perly novel. Becaufe, for any thing to be rcfolvcil to 
ibme other thing, is phrafeology, to me at Iciiil, al- 
moil- as new, as the fentiment expreffed is uncommon. 
Nay, it v'/cie to be wifhed that the wifdoin and pru- 
dence of each adminidrator had been, not only fuppofedj 
but m//, and the cftects of a plenary divdne infpira- 
tioii. P'or as no adniiniftratcr ever thought hiinfelf 
an idict^ fo each will be fure to pay himfelf the com- 
pliment of at leaft fappofing^ that he poffefl'es in foinc 
degree both wifdom and prudence, relative to the 
•qualifications for baptifin. Confequently, if thofe 
qualifications be referred entirely to the wifdom and 
prudence of the adminiftrator, he •mull have an un- 
doubted right to baptize.whomfoever he pleafes ; for 
there is no limitation, in this cafe, but what refpeits 
either his pleafure, or his power. So that though the 
wifdom iuid prudence of nvy opponent do not dictate 
the propriety of baptizing any, except infants, with- 
•out their confent ; yet there have been many admini- 
ftrators, armed with fecular power, wiiofe wifdom and 
prudence have led them to confidcr both Jews and 
Pagans as poflefiing the neccllary qualifications, gind 
to baptize them in a coercive manner. This, though 
abhorrent from the religion of Jefus Chrift, is never- 
thelcfs agreeable to our author’s principle. 

The qualifications of the fubjetSl are equally re- 
ferred to the prudence of the adminiftrator, as the 
choke of an audience^ the choke of a concknatory fub- 
je^j and fo on. But has it been ufual for the Great 
Supreme to wave the exercife of his royal prerogative 
in matters of this kind, and to leave the qualifications 
for his ritual appointments to the option oi depraved 
.crcatuj*cs ? Does this agree with, cither the Divine 

jcharacler, 
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chr.rafter, or the Divine conduct, as dcfcribed in the 
hillory of ancient jewiih rites ? No ; nor yet, fo far 
as I have obferved, with the profefied fentimejits of 
any Proteftant, befidcs oiir au,thor. — This principle, 
with regard to baptifm, will do quite as well as the 
claim of infallibility. For if an adminiftrator d(* but 
coiifult his own ‘ fuppofed wifdom and prudence,’ 
relative to a candidate’s qualifications for baptifm, 
and a£l accordingly, he cannot do wrong : bccaufe, 
the injunctions and prohibitions of divine law being 
out of the queftion, it is a merely prudential affair. 

As to the choice of an audience^ with which Dr. W. 
compares the adminiftrator’s option of qualifications 
for baptifm, it feems to labour under a flight inconve- 
nience. For it may be juftly queftioned whether he 
himfelf be able always to procure an audience for his 
• concionatorf adJrefles, that is moll agreeable to his 
choice : or if he can, it miift, doubtlefs, be confidexxd 
as refultin^: from an uncommon de2:ree of ^ wifdom 
^ and prudence,’ and from the generally acknowledged 
importance of ‘ fliowing hh opinion’ to the public. 
— But though, in that refpeft, there may be fome- 
thing difeouraging to an adminiftrator, in making his 
cli^picc of qualifications for baptifm ; yet, in the felec- 
tion of a fubjcc^t on which to preach, and probably with 
reference to our author’s unkiKuv/n ct cceteva^ there is an 
immenfe field in v/hich the fovereigji inclination of an 
adminiftrator may range. Be it knowon therefore to 
all the adminiftrators of baptifm, for tlieit' inftrudVion, 
encouragement, and comfort, that Dr. W. has pub- 
li:Ti:d ‘ his opinion anl his decidye opinion is, 
That they arc under no more control, from our Lord’s 
com niflioii, relative to qualifications iov the ordinance; 
than they are with regard to a text, or the choice of 
fubjedt, for ‘ concionatorf difeuffion. Whether there 
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be as great a variety of choice in the one cafe as in 
the other, he has nut indeed iiirormed us , but that 
there is equal liberty of cnojce, 01, rh,ic their S^uppoled 
‘ wifdom and prudens^ have tlie jlve^-^eign right of 
deter: ninatifja alike ni botn caf-S, he coniiders a? be- 
yond d dv;u bt. 

Of this ‘idciiyT'/jat the ad;:iiniJlyaior has a discre- 
tionary power to determine upon the quahjicationsof 
a candidate for haptifm^ i)r. vA/*. is extremely fond. For 
thus he fpeaks : ‘ The queifion is — whether the ad- 
‘ minilfrator, who has a difcrctlonary of judging 
^ aboutqualilications, h is fu.Hcient reafons to coiicJude, 

‘ — that infants are fiich as are included within our 
‘ Lord’s intention^ when he inffitutcd the ordinance— 

^ A gofpel minifter — has a dife^etknary cornmifiion rc- 
‘ lative to the fitnefs and q'aalification of an admilfiblc 
‘ fubjeef — The miniftcnal coinmidion lo baptize (as 
^ well as to preach) is a di/crefiona.’ y tjujl — This dif- 
‘ cretlonary lutureofthc conumiiiuii — if anyabufe this 
‘ diferetionary trull:, they are accountable to the Judge 
‘ of all — :)uch is die language of our author; and 
in favour of his opinion he quotes the following p:if- 
fage from Dr.G ill: ^ Adiniilion tobaptlfm lies folely 'm 
^ the bread of the admimftrator ; who Is the only judge 
‘ of qualifications for it, aiid has the foie power of re- 
‘ ceiving to it, and of rejedfting from it But is it 
not evident that the foie right of judging, which Dr. 
Gill afcribes\?o the adminidrator, is coiitraifed, not 
with pofttive iaw^ but with the church to which fuch 
adminidrator ftaiids related ? Whereas the con trad, 
formed by my opponent, lies between pofitive lavu^ on 
the one part, and the prudence of an admiriiflrator^ on 
the other : for he denies that politive law either does, 

* Vol. I. 17,1*6,225, 327,409. i' Vol. I. 73. Njte. 
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or pojjlbly can determine the qualifications of the fub- 
jeef, and refers the whole of that affair to miniftcrial 
diferetion. Nowhere has Dr. Gill denied that the 
laiv of baptifm fixes the qualifi^^ations for itjmuchlefs 
has he any where conffituted the dictates of an admi- 
niftrator’s ^vvil'dom and prudence’ the ftandardof thofe 
qualifications, in contradiltinction to the baptifinal fta- 
tuc, as Dr. W . has done.— Now, is tnere not an efleriK 
tial difference between maintaining, thac it belongs ta 
the adininiftrator only, to judge whether a candidate: 
poilefs thofe qualifications which are preferibed by di- 
vine law ; and an aJminifirator denying, that divine 
law preferibes any qualifications for that purpof-, but 
leaves them entirely lo his own wifdom aiul j> uclence ? 
In the former cilf;, divine law is acf^nowiedged — is 
revered — and miniilerial w.-ldom has no employment, 
except in comparing the requilition of t)ie law, with 
the apparent itate of the candidate,, and then to deter- 
mine. Whereas, in the latter^ the adrniniffrator’s 
own wifdom and prudence ufurp the place of law^~ 
are treated as lav>' — ^.ind are i- idu* no control. 

The nature of thofe qualifications concerning which 
my opponent fpeaks, is dcfcribcd by him as follows* 
‘'‘Whatever belongs to the qualifications of the fub- 
‘ je£ts is entirely moral — By moral qu^ilifications I un- 
‘ derftand, thofe qualifications which (kkI, as the mo- 
•ral Governor and Judge of the world, n quires gf all 
‘ mankind, indifcriminatcly, confidered as immortal 
* and accountable creatures^ according ir their various 
‘ circumftances, independent of pofitive aulhority, and 
‘ wbit^'h are not 7r,eafurable by any pofitrae rule 
That the doctrine of qualifications for baptifm here 
adviuiced is quite novel, muft, 1 think, be acknow- 
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lirJged; and that it is not derived, either from the law 
of baptifin,or from the hiftory of its adminiftration in 
thic apoftolic times, is equally clear. But, notwith- 
/I m ‘ing this, as Dr. W .thinks it of great importance to 
Infant rprink.l‘ng,and as it enters deeply into his mode of 
dcK ii .^ng Lhat pr-iftice,it fhaJI be carefully examined. 

I ad in it, Laen, that qualifications for baptifin are of 
the moral k.ind i and for that very reafon I conclude, as 
will be ihovvn in its proper place, that tlie ordinance 
caiinot belong to infants. But, waving that for the pre- 
font, I do not approve this ncvV doctrine of my oppo- 
nent, becaufe it is liot agt ecpble, either to the moral flate 
of man ; to the revealed cljuradcr of Ciod; or to the 
dcfign of the ordinance, as tauglit by Dr. W. himfelf. 
Not the inoral fate of man y for whofe'uf’ br.ptifin was 
appointed. In this definition of quaiific .tions for that 
inftitute, men aix* conlidered merely und;r the notion 
of ‘ immortal and accountable creatures.’ But fuch 
were our firft parents in paradife; untT fuch would 
mankind univerfalty have been, liad th-y nc\xr offend- 
ed God. Whereas the baptifmal rile was appointed, 
not for innocent, but guilty creatures ; not fa upright,, 
but depraved rationals. Now this being an incont rover- 
tible fact, is it not highly rcafonable lo fuppole, th'At 
the qualifications for baptifin fliould ha/e a direiSf refer- 
ence to the moralfate of the fubjedts, as well as to their 
natural character ? Biit the qualifications of which 
my opponent fpeakvS^ refer to them barely as ‘ immor- 
‘ tal and accountable creatures;’ which is the charac- 
ter of our nature^ and would have belonged to us if 
we had never finned. — This, however, is contrary to 
the analogy of divine proceedings. For do not all the 
inftitutes of holy worfhip, -in every age of the world ; 
nay, does not the whole of di vine relevation,, from the 
Ihifd Chapter of Genefxs>to the end of the facred can- 

on> 
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on, proceed upon this fa6t, Man is an apojiatey a de-> 
praved^ and a guilty creature ? It ought never to be 
forgotten, thfcrv;fore, that the Bible is the relict n of 
SIWNKRS \ tij.it all the ritual lerviccs preferibed in it, 
us well as iis dodrines and promifes, are adapted to the 
character, tlie Hale, tae ciicumHantes oifinncrs\ aiid 
that, astliere never was but cne perfon baptized of an 
oppofire character, fo even in that fingle inftance, the 
advantage of fimicrs^ and not his own, was the obje£l: 
he had in view. — Vo lols repreientation of the cafe, 
the qualificatiojis forbapof n, as deicribed in the New 
7^eftament, arc perfe-tdiy agrcciiblc. For, do not that 
repentance on which John inliHed, that teaching which 
our Lord preferibed, and that faith which Philip re- 
quired, previous to bapufm, put it beyond a doubt, 
that the genuine quaiificatidns for baptlfm have an im- 
mediate icgard to the apojiate fate of man ? Y ct all 
this is entirely overlooked in the qualifications men- 
tioned by Dr. W. ! 

Not the revealed character of God^ whofe inftitution 
baptifm is. For the qualifications deferibed by my 
opponent refpea the glorious God, merely as ^ the 
‘,moral Governor and Judge of the world.’ But fuch 
he was to our firft parents in their primitive Hate ; and 
fuch he is to apoftate angels. Whereas, in each branch 
of holy worfiiip, he Hands rcve.'ilcd as the God of all 
grace. His cxprefsly revealed charadjer, in the ordi- 
nance of baptifm, is, T'he Father, the Son", ayid the 
Holy Spirit, as the one infinite Objeft of Ciirif- 
tiaii wqrfliip, into whofe adorable Name^ as Dr, 
W. himfclf has taught us to underfland u; ovofxoc] 
difciples are to be baptized. Here the eternal Father 
appears, not only in his paternal relation to Jefus 
Chfift, but alfo as the fountain of mercies to miferablc 
creatures : the Sony not merely under his filial charao*- 
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ter, and as a divine Perfon ; but as the redeemer of 
finners that were juftly condemned: and the Sacred 
Spirit^ not barely as a diftin£l: Perfon in Deity, but 
as the great agent of the covenant — ^as he who en- 
lightens and renews, who comforts and preferves the 
redeemed to everlafting life. — ^Nor can I avoid con- 
cluding, that our author himfelf will accede to this re- 
prcfentation. But why, then, have his qualifications 
no reference to thefe important particulars ? Why 
Ihould his qualifications include no regard to depravi- 
ty of heart, or tranfgreffions of life ? Why not fo 
much as imply, either a fenfe of guilt, or a view to 
pardoning mercy ? — ^If it be the command of our Lord, 
which Dr. W. himfelf cannot deny, that every proper 
fubje<3: of baptifm fliould be baptized into thk namb 
0/ the Father^m\ fo on ; there muft, furely, be fome- 
thing in that fublimeft of all names, which ought to be 
confidered as the obje£l: of reverence, of confidence, of 
hope, and of love. For the terms F ather, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, are the revealed chara£l:cr of the true 
God — of Him whom every real Chriftian adores. 
Why, then, fhould not the qualifications for baptifm 
include a direct regard to the love of the Father^ the 
redemption of the Son, and the fan 6 iifying influence of 
the Holy Spirit ? Why, admitting my opponent’s ac- 
count of qualifications to be juft, was repentance for 
fin, or faith in Chrift, or any thing elfe that refpefts 
redemption.by him, at all required by Jr)hn,by Philip, j 
or by any other adminiftrator in the primitiv^c times? 
Nay, why fhould my opponent fix uponfuch qualifica- 
tions as would fuit the creed of a Deift, and agree to 
the character of a Deift’s God, fuppofing Infidels 
were to praftife a baptifmal rite? for they acknow- 
ledge a Being who is « the moral Governor and Judge 
‘ of the world. ’—Did I repeatedly why ? the rea- 
^ foa 
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fon is plain. Dr. W. is convinced that the old grounds^ 
on which Paedobaptifm has commonly been defended, are 
infufficicnt. This impelled him-to feek for new foun^ 
dations : and when he had very ha])pily, as he thought, 
difcovered this, and fome others of fimilar excellence, 
that would prove efFedlual, he fald ; ‘ I will anfwer aU 
^ fo MY I gIJo will Jhow mine opinion^ ’ Nor is it 
unreafonable for us to fuppofe, that, with Elihu, he fe- 
cretly added; For I am full of matter^ the fptrh 
within me constraineth me. Behold^ my belly is as 
wine which hath no vent ; it is ready to burji like new 
bottles, /will fpeak^ that I may be refrejhed : / WILL 
open my lips and anfwer*. Then he comes forth, fraught 
with demonftratiofi, and bold ‘ toconfront, to break, 

‘ and to rout,’ every ‘phalanx’ that dares to oppofehim* 
Not the defign of baptifm^ as explained by hiin- 
felf. For he tells us that Chriftian baptifm exhibits, 

‘ theremifTiOn bf fins — felvation through Chrift — uni- 
‘ on and communion with Chrift — Chrift as our fpi- 
‘ ritual covering and complete righteoufnefs — the down- 
^ pouring of the Spirit— -regeneration — fanftifi cation, 

^ or the cleanfing effeft of the Spirit on a polluted foul 
‘ — JKand, man’s all-sufficient good ; and this is 
‘ what baptifm exhibits in a very exprefs and glorious 
‘ manner^M'dtt xxviii. 19 f.’— Now, in theexhibition 
of thefe blefEngs, it is manifeftly taken for granted, 
that the fubjefts of baptifm arenotonly ‘'immortal and 
‘ accountable creatures;’ but alfo that they arc depraved, 
and guilty, that they are mifcrable and unworthy crea- 
tures. Nor does the exhibition of thefe bleffings lefs 
plainly imply, that God manifefts himfelf in the bap- 
tifmal ordinance, not merely as ‘ the moral Governor 
‘ and Judge of the world;’ but principally as merciful 
and gracious — as the fountain of happinefs to miferablc. 

+ Vol. I. 12.^—12 0 
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finners, and as the fupreme good of real bil levers. 
How, tlien, fliould that defcription of qualifications on 
which I am animadverting — defcription in which the 
proper fubjedb of baptifin are not diftinguiflied from 
perfectly innocent creatures, and in which the glorious 
God is charaflierized no otherwife than as he appears 
to devils, agree with the dcfign of baptifm, as reprc-* 
fented by Dr. W, ? An account of prerequifites for 
baptifm, in one view, fo undefined ; and a charafter of 
the gracious God, fo frigid ; as are very iinfuitable to 
that affemblage of divine blcfiings, which my oppo- 
nent confiders as exhibited by baptifm. 

I faid, in sne view undefined; becaufe, in another, it 
feems as if nothing fliort of perfe^ hoUnefs were the 
qualification of proper fiibjefts. For what elfe can be 
the natural import of thcfe words; ‘ Whatever belongs 
‘ to the qualifications of the fubjedfs is Entirely moral 
‘ —By moral qualifications I underftand, thofe quali- 
‘ fications which God, as the moral Governor and 

‘ wrldy REQUIRES OF ALL MANKIND^ 

indiscriminately^ conftdered as immortal and accountable 
creatures^ afccordingto their various circumfianceif 
Now, it being undeniably plain that (tocI, ^ as the mo- 
^ ral Governor and Judge of the world, * has given the 
moral law for the rule of our moral conduft ; it being 
equidly evidenj that this law ^ requires of all mankind, 
^ indiferiminately,’ moral qualifications in perfection ; 
and our audior denying that there either is, or 
can be, any pcSitive rule, or any tiring to diredi: us, 
with regard to qualifications for baptifm, befides mo- 
ral precepts and moral principles ; it follows, by necef- 
fary confequence, that perfeSf hoUnefs is the only quali- 
fication for baptifm. — -That this is contrary to my op- 
ponent’s baptifmal pradice, there is no doubt: but it 
is, neverthelefs, his own rule. He ought, thereforf' 



14 ^ On Pofitivc Injlitutes^ [Chap. V^I. 

to be confident, either to renounce his favourite ftand- 
ard ofbaptifmal qual if cations, or never more to admi- 
nifter baptifm ; except he mectVith raiy, in whofe 
lives there is no dcfeiS:, and in v/hofe hearts there is 
no tendency to fin. But were he to meet with fuch 
angels in flefh raid blood, they would have no need of 
a Saviour, and much lefs of baptifm: nor could it, 
though adminiftered, ht a-i exhibiLion to them, of Jins 
remiticj Gjri/ty and fo on, as he 

has err^'-ht to i-utlrr ru 

Ir our auiht5! cr> not n.can to include the idea of 
perfcfl holiiicfs in his moral qualifications for baptifm, 
by what rule^ and to what degree^ does he limit the im- 
perfedtion ? bccaufe no perfon can be cojifidcred as 
qualified for any fervice, or any privilege, without fome 
rule by which to judge. Suppofing, then, Dr. W.'s 
moral ftandard (for he cannot bear the thought of one 
that is pofitive) to contain a hundred ucgrecf; how 
near to thefummitmuft the moral qualihcadons of an 
adult approach, to render liiin adiniffiblc ? Is ir neccT- 
fary they fbould rife to the ninetieth, the fiftieth, or the 
tenth degree ? It icems, indeed, by various jxirticulars 
contained in my opponent’s performance, that a very 
fmall meafureof moral qualifications is, with him, ful- 
licicnt: not only becauic he infifts, that mere infants 
poflefs thofc qualifications in a plentiful manner ; but 
bccaufe he maintains that every unbaptized adulty in a 
Chriftian country, who is willing to employ an admi- 
nillrator, has a claim to the ordinance. Nay, his lan- 
guage implies, that it is the duty of every fuch perfon 
to be baptized Now as Dr. W. himfclf cannot but 
luppofe that there are in this country, and in others, 
called Chrijliany fome unbaptized perfons of the moft 
profligate charafter ; as he maintains' that it is incum^ 
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bent on all fuch to be baptized ; and as he contends 
that their qualifications for baptifrn are entirely of a 
moral nature ; fo we may juftly conclude, that the vei y 
firjl degree of qualifications, on his moral ftandarcl, is 
quite fufficicnt. For, notwith {landing all he fays a- 
bout moral qualifications for baptifin, mere wUlngnej's 
to employ an adm ini ft rater, or to accept his offered fer- 
vice, ijK'ludcs the whole of what is neceftary ; and, 
with regard to almoft all whom he baptizes, even that 
is not required. — This being the cafe, why d‘>cs he fo 
often fpeak in the plural, of qualficailoin for baptifin ? 
and why does he reprcfnit thofe qiielifications as be- 
ing the fame in their nature, their number, and their 
degree, with thofe which God, ^ as the moral Gov tr nor 
*’ A/, requires of all mankind, indifcnminately r' 

As if God, under the character of a moral Sovereiem, 
required nothing of mankind, indifcriminatch , except 
a willingnrfs to be baptized ! 

After all, it may perhaps, v/ith fomc readers, admit 
of a d('>ubt, what he means by moral qualifications^ 
But that he Joes not mean repentance^ ibnd faiih^ and 
a proftfion of them, is very clear: becaufe, as necef- 
fuy qualifications for baptifrn, he rejects them all. 
That he does not mean virtuous habits^ nor holy af- 
fedtions appearing in th^ conduSl^ is equally plain : thr 
iffo, how could he maintain, w'ith any appearance of 
confiftency, that in a Chriftian country it Is incumheut 
on EVHRy uiibaptized p^i rv)n — he does not fay, to read 
his Bible, to* pray j or to attend an evangelical minifiry^ 
if in his power — but to he baptized ? bccaufe it ftrong- 
ly implies, that every fuch perfon, let him be as profli- 
gate as he may, is duly qualified. For, furely, he docs 
not mean to aflert, that .it is iiicurubcnt on any to be 
baptized, who are not qualified to receive the ordi- 
nance. — If, by its being incumbent 011 the foremention- 
H 3 ed 
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cd perfons to be baptized, he mean, that it is their 
duty, not immediately, but only in a remote fenfc j he 
Is guilty of perverting language, and of abufing his 
readers. For he might as v/el> have faid, that it is 
:i(icumbent on every unbaptized profligate in this country, 
to be a ?ncmber of feme particular churchy and to re^ 
c icve the Lord's /upper : which, neverthclefs, Dr, W. 
iieithcr afTcrts, nor believes. 

Some, therefore, may perhaps imagine that, by 
• moral qualificatlcn:,^ he intends natural powers for 
moral agency ; and that thefe conftitiite a proper fub- 
iccl of baptifm. But this would be an abufe of lan- 
guage, of which I think him incapable. For moral 
^ualificatiojis are the amiable qualities^ the virtuous' 
tiirn^ and the righteous exercife^ of natural powers 
ibr moral agency. Had he meant thofe natural 
poweis tliernfelves, detached from the idea of their 
qualities and exercife, his talking of moral qualifica- 
tions for baptifm, would have been only faying, that 
?nen^ and not brutes ; that rational creatures, and not 
flocks or ft ones, arc to be baptized. But neither the 
Pa.*dobaptlfts, egregioufly as, in his eftimatc, they 
,bave bluiidercd, and efpccially v/ith regard to the na- 
ture of pofitive inllitUtions ; nor yet the JBaptifls, 
who are fo prone unmercifully to ‘ screw’ pofitive 
inftitutes in * the vice of bigotry f had the leaft need 
of an Eliiiu to ‘fliow his opinion* refpefling 'this 
particular. 

Having taken thefe different views of his very 
^extraordinary hypothcfis, refpedling the qualifications 
for baptifm — an hypothefis invented by Dr. W. to 
relieve Paedobaptifm from fome of thofe difficulties 
under which it labours ; I fhall only further obferve, 
that it neither fupports the caufe for which it is 
brousiht, nor does any honour to the genius of its 
“ ^ inventor. 
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inventor. For, confidered in various lights, it ap- 
pears to be inconfiftent with the fcriptural dodtrine of 
baptifm, refpe£l:ing the moral Jiate of man, the revealed 
chara^er of God, artd the deftgn of the ordinance, aS 
explained by Dr. W. himfelf. It is alfo inconfiftent 
with his own pra^ice^ and, either with common fenfcj 
or with intelligible cornpofttion. If the latter, it .will 
be needful for him to publifli a comment, in order td 

* fliow his opinion’ relative to this affair ; that it may 
no longer be, what he elegantly calls, ‘ a latent 

myftery •/ that is, in plain Englifli, a fecret fecret. 

But my opponent endeavours to demonftrate, that 
moral qualifications for baptifm are ‘ not meafurable 

* by any pofitive rule,’ and thus he argues : ‘ If the 

* nature of the qualifications required be fuch as do 
^ not, nor polfibly can, aSmit of a pofttive Jiandard to 

* determine them, it is abfurd to fay, that the qualifi- 

* cations themfelves, be they what they may, make 
‘ any part of the pojitivenefs of an inftitution. But all 
‘ moral qualifications are fuch — This, however, is 
far from proving his point. The qucftion before us 
confifts of two branches. One of them is, Do the 
qualifications of the fubjedi: conftitute any part o£the 
baptifmal ftatute, confidered as pofitive ? The other 
is, Are thofe qualifications to be known, or determin- 
ed, by a pofitive rule ? Each of which he ftrongly 
denies; but i^ is negation without proof. His argu- 
ment takes it for granted, that moral qualifications 
cannot be under the direftion pofitive rule ; where- 
as, that is one main thing to be proved. 

That there is a Standard by which to determine the 
qualifications of the jTubjeft, feems to be fully allowed 
by Dr. W. I'hat ftandard, therefore, muft be either 
human or divine. If the former^ the power of creating 
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and fixing it muft refide, either in the wifdom and 
pleafure of a colle6Hve body, or in thofe of individuals : 
perhaps, in the prudence ofaclminiftrators^ for which my 
opponent declares. It is manifeft, however, that in 
both cafes the ftanckrd will vai'jy in proportion to the 
difference there is among the framers of it, refpedfing 
their .piety, their parts, their prejudices, their fecular 
interefts, or their caprice. So that tliere may be as 
many different ftandards, as there are adminiftrators : 
yet each of them warranted to abide by his own, in 
contradifl:in£lion to all the refl:. Nay, the very fame 
admiiiiftrator, in different, though perfectly fimilar iji- 
ftances, may form his determination by a different 
ftandard. Thus tlie rule of qualifications for the bap- 
tifmal inftitute would be a mere Proteus j which is 
contrary to the nature of a Jlandardy and to the ana- 
logy of pofitive rites. 

If the latter, ^ it muft be either moral or pofitive. 
If moraly it muft be either what is called the law of 
nature, or the written law. But, as the hw of 
nature knows nothing of Chriftian baptifm, fo it 
muft be equally ignorant of the proper qualifications 
for tliat inftititte. Befides, the law of nature beijig 
the law of humanity, extends its obligation to all man- 
kind, in every age, and in every country. Confe- 
quently, if the qualifications might be known by that 
law, it would be incumbent on every man^ without ex- 
ception, to be baptized. This, however, is not only 
abfurd, but contrary to our author’s own fentiment; 
for he confines the obligation to thofe that live in a 
Chriftian country. — If by the moral written law, it 
muft be that vvhicli requires us to love God with all 
our heart Sy and our neighbours as ourf elves ; for there 
is no other. But this law, as before obferved, inlifts 
upon perfe^miy both as to moral qualities in the heart, 

and 
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and moral conduit in the life. If, therefore, the mo< 
ral qualifications for Jjaptifm are to be learned from 
the moral written law, independant of any poriti\'e 
precept or dlreition ; the adminiftrator wall never be 
able to fix on any qualifications that come fhort of 
moral perfeitioti, or of complete obedience ; the lav*^ 
itfelf, which is the rule of his conduct, not being fi- 
tisfied with any thing Icfs. I'hus, inftcad of infants 
in general, and of all confenting adults, in a ChriRian 
country, being duly qualified for baptifm ; our author 
will not be able to find a finglc individual that is fit 
for the ordinance. It follows, therefore, by inevita- 
ble confcqucncc, either, that none fiiould be baptized, 
gr that we mull look for the requlfitc qualifications in 
fome rule of a pojithue kind — a rule which, with re- 
gard to man, involves the idea of ignorance and ot 
guilt ; but, rcfpe£ting God, of inftruition, and of par- 
don, through the Mediator. Such a rule, we may 
venture to fay, is contained in the law of baptilin ; and 
agreeable to that rule, was baptifm adminiflered in the 
apoJftolic times. 

But Dr. W. proceeds thus: ^ If the qualifications 
‘ required be fuch in their nature, as are infinitely va-- 
^ rlable^ according to the infinitely variable circum- 

* fiances in which the fubjedl may be, it would fol- 
‘ low, that none could be proper adininiftrators of baj)- 
^ tifn, on our*iuthor’s principles, but fuch as pofillfid 
‘ infinite knoivledge ! But the moral qualifications of 

* faith, repentance, knov/ledge, and fo on, which our 

‘ opponents contend for, are fuch : Therefore, the 
‘ qualifications cannot be ranked as any part of a p .- 
‘ fitive inftitute, but upon this fuppofition, that GoJ 
‘ communicates to the adininiftrators what is incommu- 
‘ nicable, which is an exact knowledge of the moral 
rx -air Cnilonr in circumftances inh- 
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Miitcly variable, which is abfurd'^/ Never, furely, 
was the idea of extreme variablepefs pufhed to a great- 
er extent than it is in the prefent cafe ! Three times 
does our author conneft the epithet infinitely^i with 
the term variable ; though the generality of writers 
would have thought the word indefinitely ftrong e- 
nough. But, be that as it may, if this argument have 
any force it will prove too much, and lie equally a- 
gainft the hvpothefis of Dr. W., as againft ours. 
For the defignof it is to evince, that moral qualilica- 
t4om, being extremely variable in their degrees, can 
have no certain llandard in merely pofitive law, to 
guide the adminiftrator. But while our author ad- 
mits that the qualifications are entirely moral, and 
that they come fhort of finlefs perfection ; thofe qua- 
lifications mu ft appear equally variable, when viewed 
by an adrninilJrator with reference to a merely moral, 
as to a pofitive ftandard. For that variablcriefs docs 
nor conlift, more or iefs, in the r///r, whether it be 
confidered as moral, or pofitive; but in the qualfica-- 
tions themfehes. Confequcntly, the adminiftrator 
M’fll have as much need of ‘ infinite knowledge,’ in the 
one cafe as in the other. 

Again: Various as the * of knowledge, re- 

‘ pentance, and faith may be,’ in different fubjects ; 
Mr. B. is able to determine, without [folleiTing ^ infi- 
‘ nite knowledge,’ that mere infants haue no degree of 
repentance, faith, or knowledge of fpiritual things. 
On his own principles he may, therefore, fafely con- 
clude, that they are not proper fubjeSs of the baptif- 
mal rite. Nor can he hazard much by determining, 
‘that thofe adults who are grofsiy ignorant of them- 
jelves, as perifhing finners, and of Jefus Chrift, as 
the only Saviour ; or thofe that arc habitually and no- 
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torioufly profligate ; have not any degree of fpiritual 
knowledge, of genuine repentance, or of living faith*. 
He may, therefore, agreeably to his own principles, 
coiiclude that they are not fuitable fubjefts of the or- 
dinance. Thus far, in the negative, he may venture 
to go, without poflellingthe attribute of omnifcience; 
and whether he have need of ‘ infinite knowledge ’ to 
determine on the pofitive fide of the queftion, fhall 
now be confidered. 

Be it obferved, then, that this argument proceeds on 
a great miftake. For it fuppofes that, according/ to 
our principles, no adminiftrator can determine whe- 
ther any candidate, who profefTes repentance and 
faith, be a proper fubjjeft of the inftitution ; except 
the adminiftrator to whom he applies pofTefs ‘ an exaSf 
‘ knoivledge of his moral ftate,’ as it really is in the 
fight of God. Whereas, nothing mafntalned, nothing 
believed by us, of which I am aware, involves any 
fuch confequence. Our avowed principle, with re- 
gard to this particular, is ; That there fhould be a 
pirjonal and credible^ profession of repentance and 
faith, made by the candidate, before any adminiftrator 
is warranted to baptize him. But does this infer the 
neceffity of an adminiftrator pofleiling ^ infinite know- 
‘ ledge,’ by which to difeern with prccifion the ^ mo- 
« ral ftate ’ of a candidate ? May not divine, pofitive 
law require fuch a profefiion, and may not an adini- 
niftrator form the requifite concliifion upon it, with- 
out being able precifdy todiftinguifh the degree of re- 
pentance and faith fo profelTed — ^nay, without being 
CERTAIN that there is any degree of true repentance, 
or of genuinefaith ? — It- is recorded of Simon the for- 
cerer that he bel/evedy and was baptized Now, 
Dr. W. himfelf, I prefume, does not confidcr that ma- 

^ - Tnmp^; ij, la— iO. f A(5tS viii. 1.“?. 
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gician as really believing in Jefus Chirft. He muft, 
therefore, view him 2s prof ejftng to believe the things 
concerning the kingdom of God^ and the name of Jefus 
Chrijl: which profeffion Philip, not being able to 
fearch the heart, confidcrcd as credible*^ or clfe we 
cannot with reafon fuppofe that he would have bap- 
tized him. 

Agreeable to this view of the cafe, is the language 
of our oppofers. Thus, for inftance, Mr. I^lake: 

* Let Mr. Cokbet, ^rorn New Englajid, in this par- 

* ticular be heard, who lays down this conclufion ; 

* That the churchy in difpenftng an enjoined initiatory 
^ feal of the covenant of grace ^ looketh into vifibility of 

* inter if I in the covenant to gui/le her in the application 

* thereof ; nor is the faving intereji oj the perfons her 

* rule by which Jhe is to proceed. There we find, in 
‘ the affirmative, what that is that muft lead; viz. 

‘ vifibllUty cf intereft in the covenant : and, in the ne- 
^ gative, what muft not lead; and that is, faving in- 

* tereft iti the covenant^.’ — Thus Mr. Jonathan 
Edwards: ‘The queftion is not, whether Chrift 
‘ hasitnade converting grace, or piety itfelf the condition, 

‘ or rule, of liis people’s admitting any to the privileges 
‘ of members in full communion with them. There is 
‘ no one qualification of mind wliatfoever, that Chrift 
‘ has properly made the term of this : no, ifiot fo much 
‘ as a common belief that Jefus is the Mefftah^ or a 
‘ belief of the being of a God. It is the credible pro- 
‘ FESSiON and vifibility of thefc things, that is the 
‘ church’s rule in this cafe f — Now thefe arc ‘ com- 
‘petentand unexceptionable witnefles’ to the. truth, 
the propriety, and the importance of that very princi- 
ple on which we proceed, in the adminiftration of 

* Covenant VII. Seft. ix. p. t Inquiry 

into feat, for full Cvmnun. p. 3. 
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baptifm. Nor do they fcem to have had the Icaft fuC- 
picion of baptifm not being a merely pofitive inftitute; 
nor yet that ‘ infinite knowledge’ is necefl’ary to dif-‘ 
tingniih the moral qualifications, either for that or- 
dinance, or for full communion at the Lord’s tabic. 
Did v/e maintain that any thing inore than a credible 
profjffion of repentance ioiuard God^ and faith toward 
cur Lord Jefus Chrift^ is neceflary to warrant the ad- 
miiiiflration of baptifm to any peifoii ; or did v/c con- 
fider It as criminal for an adminiftrator to baptize a 
candidate, who does not really pofijls that faith in his 
hearty of which he makes a plaufibie confefiion with 
his mouth ^ — foconfefles, that tlicrt^ is no apparent e- 
vidence to the contrary i then, indeed, that abfurd 
confequence mentioned by Dr. W. might be charged 
upon us. But this is manifi ftly far from being the cafe. 

The futility of my opponent’s argfiment may be 
fhown, by appealing to inflances of a fimilar kind. So, 
for example, the circumcifioa q{ profdyics to the jew- 
ifli religion has, for aught I have obferved, been uni- 
verfally confidered by learned men us a merely pofitive 
inftitute: yet the qualificatloiis of adults for that rko, 
were manifeftly and entirely moral, 'Lhis the very na- 
ture of the cafe plainly fuppofes. Becaufe no (j entile, 
educated in fuperftition and idolatry, could ever vo- 
luntarily and fKiccrcly become a candidate for admif- 
fion into the Jewifh church, except he renounced the 
falfe ohjefts of his former worfliipj confulered jeho^ 
vah as the only true God; and was difpofed to obferve 
the various laws of Judaifm, according to the cove- 
nant made at Horeb. Now, as thefe things are manN 
feflly of a moral foit is equally plain, that the 

Jews could not receive a candidate for circumcifion, 
without violating the grand principles of that CEco- 


# Rom. X. g. 
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nomy, except he made fuch a profeflion of converlion to 
Judaifm as they judged to be fincere. — Agreeable to 
this is that reprefentation of the cafe which is given 
by Dr. Jennings. For he informs us that, accord- 
ing to the Jewifli rabbles, the preparation ibr admit- 
ting a profelyte confided in an examination^ whether 
it was the love of any Jewifh woman ; the fear of any 
temporal punifliment ; the profpefl of any worldly ad- 
vantage ; or a fincere love to God and his law, that ex- 
cited in him a dcfire of admiffion into the Jcwifli 
church. Having given a frtisfacElory anfwerto thefe 
queftioiis, he was then tnjlru^edm the Jewifh religion. 
After this, he folemnly profeJfedhAS aflent to the docSlrines 
which had been propofed tahim; promifing to perfe- 
vere in the faith and pradlice of the law of God, as 
long as he lived 

The do£lrine of circumcifion, relative to profelytes 
from among the Gentiles, may therefore be juftlycon- 
fidered jis a complete anfwer to that confident requi- 
fition of Dr. W., where he fays : ‘ I beg leave to de- 
mand ONE INSTANCE out of all the numerous 
‘ precepts, which Mr. B. calls pofitive, delivered by 
‘ Mofes to the chofen tribes, that required in the fub- 
‘ je(£t a diferiminating moral qualification Or will 
he, to maintain the negative of this, affert, that the 
Gentiles were admitted to circumcifion* and into com- 
munion with the Jewifli church, without the leaft re- 
gard to any alteration in their moral fentiments and re- 
ligious views ? But if fo, divine law muft have per- 
mitted fuch an admiffion for merely fecular purpofes ; 
niuft have acknowledged thofe for true fubjefts of the 
ancient Theocracy, who did not profefs to venerate 

* yewijh 132,133 Vid. Ikevii Antiq, 

llehr. Pars I. Cap. I. § 15. Brcm. 1735* Rflandi Antiq* 
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Jehovah, as the King of Ifracl ; and muft have tole- 
rated, in Gentile profglytes, thofe difpofitions that were 
abfolutcly forbidden to exift in the heart of any Jew. 
— If, then, a credible profeffioii of regard to Jehovah' 
as the only true God, and of being difpofed to obey 
his laws as cftabliflied among the Jews, was previouf- 
ly neceflary to the circumcifion of a Gentile profeI}^e ; 
why fliould it be thought impolSble for the law of 
baptifm to require an equally credible profefiion of re- 
pentance and faith, from every candidate for that in- 
ftitution ? Yet this our author will not admit, even 
with reference to the inoft profligate adults, when wil- 
ling to be baptized !— Nay, Dr.* W. hijnfdf, when 
fpcaking of adults and ivfants being circumcifed, fays; 

* The adult had an opportunity of tejiifying his aJJintj 
^ beliefs and fulmijfton. He had the advantage [over 
‘ inflints] of devout preparation^ by prityer and failing, 

‘ And on thefolemn occafion of performing the duty, he 
‘ was capable of rcjle^ling on its nature, defign and ob- 
^ ligations. And, in fhort, all his life after he could 
‘ [do] no lefs than recolkil his personal engage^ 

‘ rnents This, if I miftake not, is ^ plump agatnft^. 
himfelf. 

Another of my opponents who, like Dr. W., no 
fooner fteps into the field of controverfy than he cries, 
Hearken -TO ME; I also will show thee 
MINE OPINION — is of a feiitiment quite the reverfe, 
and, with regard to the circumcifion of Abraham's na- 
tural pofterity, runs into an oppofite extreme. For 
thus Mr. Pirie: ‘It is indifputably evident — ^that 
‘ of [Abraham’s] offspring were circumcifed with- 

‘ out refpctSl to their faith — The very infants were 
‘ circumcifed with refpeft to their faith^?iO evident 
‘ is it, that the fle/hly birth never gave any title to cir- 
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* cutncifion — ^Thus circumcifioii and baptifm have 

• been adminiftered on the fame footing, even a profef- 
^ 'fton of the faith of Abraham*^.’ — But, when two dif- 
putants appear in defence of Infant baptii'm, equally 
claiming the folemn confequence of an Eliiiu, and yet 
contradict one another in an article of the firft impor- 
tance to their common cauf?, who foall decide ? 

Again : Dr. W*. maintains the antiquity of Jewifli 
frofelyte baptifm^ to be greater than that of John the 
Baptifl:*s public miniflry f: and, confcqucrit]y,he con- 
fiders it as exi fling wEilc the laws of Judaifm were in 
their full force. Now that rite, whether it was from 
Heaven^ or of mcn^ and whenever it firft come into 
ufe, was common to both fexes ; and it is, I prefume, 
confidered by all the world, except Dr. W., as of a 
merely pofitive kind. — Having, therefore, already feen, 
that no adult male from among the Gentiles could le- 
gally have been admitted to circumcifion, without a 
credible profc/Fion of his own moral qualifications for 
that ordinance ; the argument is equally valid, with re- 
gard to adult females, in reference to the profelyte bap- 
tifm; For, ciui my opponent, or any other man, fup- 
pofe, that no moral qualification was required of any 
fuch female candidate for that Jewifli bathing ; or that 
the requifite qualification could be known, by thofe 
concerned, wdehout a credible profeflion ? — This ar- 
gument is merely ad hominemy and fo the ceader will 
confider it. 

I will here add, as our author, in his confident de- 
mand before mentioned, takes it for granted that there 
is mcjfential difference, refpecliiig moral qualifications, 
between the pofitive rites of Judaifm, and thofe of 
Chriftlanity; it may with propriety be demanded, 

Abt>endtxiQ Dlfferiai* p. 154, 155, 158. f Vol. !• 
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How he came to be acquainted with that important 
difference ? Whence does he gain his intelligence, that 
moral qualifications were not required, previous to a 
participation of Jewiffi ceremonies, and that they arc 
nccefiary to Chriftian baptifin ; except from divine 
laiVj in conneilioii with Jewifli, or with Apoftolic 
practice, in the one cafe and in the other ? He will not 
pretend to extraordinary infpiration, as the fource of 
his knowledge. Did he, then, obtain it from the law 
of nature ? that is impoflible : for it knows nothing 
of either the JewUh or the Chriftian Difpenfation, as 
fuch. From the merely moral precepts of Scripture ? 
but they fay nothing of divine, pofitive inftitutes. 
From the difference between the Jewifli and the Chrif- 


tian church ? but, according to him, that difference is 
extremely fmall. BefidesJ that difference would equal- 
ly have fufficed to indicate the ‘effential qualifications' 
for the holy fupper. Whereas, when fpeaking of 
thofe requifites, he has immediate recourfe to the lava 
of inftitutlon, and to apoftolic precepts, exprefsly re- 
lative to that very cafe. And though, as be fore ob- 
ferved, thofe ‘ eflential qualifications^ be manifeftly of 
a moral nature; yet he docs notfeem to be in the leaft 
apprehenfive, that ^ infinite knowledge' is ncceffary for 
him to determine, whether a candidate be poffeflbd of 
them. F or he exprefsly tells us : ^ Nothing is more 
‘ evident than jjiat every adult candidate for Chriftian 

* fcllowftiip ftiould give f.ine account of his qualifi- 

* CATIONS, to the church to which he is about to join 
‘ himfelf — li, then, he could not know what kind 


of qualifications was nccefiary for the Jewifh rites, ex- 
cept from the laws of iheir iaftitution, or from thcau- 
tacntic liiftory of their authorized piactlce; and if he 
Icain the eflential qualifications for communion at the 
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Lord’s table, from the lawof that fervice, and from the 
cxprefs orders of an Apoftle refpeSing that ordinance j 
it feems both natural and neceffary to conclude, that 
the qualifications in queftion,i7at all known, muft be 
learned from perfectly fimilar fources : that is, the 
/aw of baptifm, and apojlollc praSiice. 

But Dr. W. endeavours to reinforce his argument 
by adding : ‘ If Mr. B. thinks to evade this by faying, 
It is fufficient to conftitute an inftitution merely po- 
^ fitive, that thofe qualifications, though entirely mo- 
ral, are ahfolutely dependant on the foveretgn pleafun 
“ of God^ [as well as the mode of adminiftration ;”] the 
^ evafion is of no fervice.’ Evajion ! by no means j for 
it meets the objeft. But it is of no fervice. That is 
poffible; but how does it appear in faft? Why, it is 

* in efFedl to fay, If it be the fovereign pleafure of God, 

^ he can appoint impoJfibUicies and contradidfions.* In- 
deed ! But how is that proved? Thus ; ‘The evafive 
‘ objection fuppofes, that though the qualifications be 

* moral, yet the appointment of fome moral qualities 

‘ rather than others, for faith and repentance^ 

‘ is a pofitive confideration. That is, it is not the na^ 
‘ ture but the appointment of fuch qualifications which 
*• conftitutes them pofttive* This, now, is to be con- 
fidered as demonftration, that my principles reprefent 
God as appointing ‘ impoflibili ties andcontradidtions!* 
But I have never yet ‘ fliown my opinion ’ to be, that 
the divine* appointment of qualifications, , in themfelves 
morale conftitutes them my opponent would 
have his readers believe. No ; my view of the faft 
is, that the divine appointment itfelf of qualifications 
depending entirely on the fovereign will of. God, is 
merely pofitive \ and that the morality of thofe qualifi- 
cations does not convert baptifm into an ordinance 
partly moral. For, confidered as baptlfmal qualifica- 
tions, 
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tionsy there is nothing in repentance, in faith, or in a 
profeflion of them, which does not abfolutely depend 
on the fovereign and revealed pleafure of God, I faid, 
as BAPTISMAL qua/ifa^ations'y becaufe that is die 
point of light in which they now come before us. 
Afsra/y in themfeivcs ; but, in their fovereign deftina- 
tion, merely pofttlve. 

The verbal form of adminiftration, if I miftake not, 
comes under a fimilar conhderation. For as the di- 
vine charadlers contained in it, far from expreffing any 
thing of a merely ritual and external nature, denote 
eternal and perfonal relations in Deity; fo,at one time, 
worftiip ftriddy moral, and, at another, that which is 
merely pofitive, may be paid to the glorious God, un- 
der the fame perfonal diftinftions. Does a minifler of 
of the word, for inftance,«difinifs a religious aflembly 
by devoutly faying, The grace of the Lordjefus Chrijty 
and the love of Gody and the communion of the Holy 
Ghojiy he with you all ? it is a folcmn prayer, and 
worfliip ftridlly moraL But does he, when adminif- 
tering the ordinance under confidcration to any can-, 
didate, folemnly fay ; I baptize thee in the Name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the FIoly 
Cthost ? he performs an aft of merely pofitive weft*- 
fhip. For though the fame Divine Perfons are ac- 
knowledged and adored in both cafes ; yet, in the lat- 
ter of them, there is an cmphatical fmgularity attached 
to the aft of b^fptizing, in a manner that has no paral- 
lel, nor any thing fimilar, in either the Old or the 
New T eftament. This appropriation of the fublimeft of 
all forms of expre/Hon, being fo ftngular, fo plainly ap- 
pointy, and fo confined by divine order to the adniiniC- 
tration of baptifm ; the regular and folemn ufe of it, on 
that occafion, cannot bejuftly confidered in any otlier 
light, than that oi pofitive worfliip. Becaufe it equally de- 
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pends on the fovereign and revealed will of the great 
Inftitutor, as the a6l of baptizing itfelf, be that 
whatever it may. — Nay, Dr. W. himfelf, when pro- 
fefledly diftinguifhing what h6 allows to be pofitlve^ 
from what he confiders as morale in the bapti final in- 
ftitute ; exprefsly mentions the verbal form of admi- 
niftration, as belonging to the pofitive part of the or- 
dinance. Thcfe are his words; ‘ As all allow bap- 
‘ tifin has fo 7 netbing in it of a pofitive nature, the fet- 

* ting apart a pcrfon — ^by the ufe of water, in the 

* Name of the FatheVy of the Sony and of the Holy 

* Ghojiy by a teacher of Chriftianity, feems to bid 

* fair for that character Yet, I prefume, he will not 
deny that, confidered in itfelf, there is fomething moral 
in the folemn pronunciation of thofe adorable charac- 
ters, the Father, the Soi^, and the Holy Spirit, 
A plain proof, on his own principles, that what is 
moral in itfclf^may, by fovereign appointment, become 
part of an ordinance merely pofitive. 

My opponent proceeds, and immediately adds; 

* But is there any propriety in calling that a pofitive 
‘ appointment which neither has, nor can have a pofi- 
‘ tive rule ? nay, whofe rule muft be neccflarily infi- 

* nitely variable in its application f But what does 
he here mean, by ‘ a pofitive appointment?^ Baptifm 
itfelf? or the dejignation of qualifications for it ? If the 
former, the recorded law of inftitution is the rule ; 
aid it is illiiftrated by the hiftory of apoftolic prac- 
free. Which law, being the fame wherever Chrif- 
tianity is profefled, the application of it fliould be alfo 
the fame, — If the latter, to talk of a rule for the dc- 
fignation, is incongruous : bccaufe tluit very defigna- 
tion itfelf is the rule — is the law, by which an admi- 
niftrator is bound to a6t, when eftirnating the fitnefs, 

^ Vol, I. 47, 48. t Vol. II. 392. 

or 
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or unfitnefs, of any candidate for the ordinance. Di- 
vine defignation, in this and fimilar cafes, is no other 
than a divine rule — a divine law. What rule^ for in- 
ftance, had the patriarch Abraham, refpedling the qua- 
li{ic.ui:)ns of fabjefts for circumcifion, befides the de- 
fignation of thofe qualifications ? For Dr. W., there- 
fore, to talk of the appointment having a rule<i is the 
fame as to fpeak of the of a rule^ or the law, 

of a law. — Having already met with what is meant by 
thofe exqiilfitely elegant exprcflions, ^ neceffarily infi-^ 

‘ nitely variable,’ and by what immediately follows ; I 
lhall only obferve, that infinites are not fuch common 
things as my opponent feems to iniagine ; much Icfs 
things that are neceffarily infinite. 

In the fccond Edition of Paedobaptifm Examined.^ is 
this pofition; To confitute any branch of religious 
duty purely poftive^ it is enough that the^ rite itfelf the 
manner of performing it^the qualifications of the fubjeSf^the 
end to be anfwered by it^ and the term of its continuance^ 
depend entirely on the fovereign pleafure of our divine 
Leg! fiat or. To this Dr. W. accedes, provided the 
following claufes be added; ^ In proportion as that fo- 
‘ vereign pleafure is made known, and determinable by 
‘ a pofitive fiandard"^ But what need of thofe words, 

‘ In proportion as that fovereign pleafure is made 
^ known? ’ I am there (peaking of our divine Legif- 
lator enacting pofitive law: and, confequently, I 
fpeak of him ns making his fovereign pleafure known.- 
For fovereign pleafure, is neither a pofitive 
inftitute, nor pofitive law. But when revealed, or 
made known, that revelation is, of itfelf a rule of ac- 
tion — ^a law — a pofitive reqiiifition of duty, refpeffing 
the fubjedls intended. — As to the latter of his quali- 
fying claufes, in which he fpeaks of fovereign plea- 
fuiv, when made knov/n, being ‘ determinable by a 
« Vil. II. 
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^ pofitivi Jlandcird^' I know not what it means. Ex- 
cept our author, therefore, lend me the ^ glafles ' of 
which he fpeaks, ‘ and wipe th6m clean j’ it muft in 
my account Hand for nonfenfe. 

Dr. W. tells us, that ‘ all allow baptifm haS fornc^ 

^ thing in it of a pofitive nature.' Well, then, what 
is that fomething ? Why, he fays, ‘ The jetting apart 
‘ a perfon apparently a proper fubje£f oj the vifihlt 
^ church of Chrift^ by the ufe of water^ in the name of the 
‘ Father^ of the Son^ and of the Holy Ghojf by a teacher 
« of Chrijiianity^ feems to bid feir for that charadter*.' 
—But this reprefentation of what is pofitive in the 
baptifmal ordinance, neither agrees with common 
fenfe, nor with the doftrine of our author in other 
places. Not^ in its natural and neceflary confequences, 
with common fenfe. For he might as well have faid, 

‘ All allow the ancient rite of circumcifit)n had feme- 
* thing pofitive in it; and that fomething was, The 
‘ fetting apart of a male, apparently a proper fubject 
‘of the Jewifli church, by the ufe of a KNIFE, or of 
‘ fome other fliarp inftruinent ?’ For as, in this cafe, 
there is no defeription of the fuhje^^ with regard to 
his natural defeent ; his age, if an infant; or his qua- 
lifications, if a profelyte : fo, in my opjionent’s account 
of what is pofitive in baptifm, there is not the leaft dc- 
fignation of particular qualifications, either of infants, 
or of adjults. And as nothing is intimated, refpeding • 
the afi of circumcifion, except this, that a knife, or 
fome fliarp inftruinent, was to be ufed ; which might 
be to flay a vi£tiin for facrifice, to pare the nails of the 
fubje£t, to cut off his hair, or to wound him in any 
part of his body; fo, refpefting baptifm, as nothing is 
defined relative to the inanner of ufing water, it may 
be by wafliing the face, the hands, o^: the feet ; by 

Vol. L. 47, 48. 
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drinking a fmall quantity of it ; by mixing It with fo- 
lid food ; or by pouring it on the ground, like David 
on a certain occafion.*, as a libation to the Lord. For 
in thefe \^arious ways ‘ a teacher of Chriftianity’ may 
ufj water, in connedion with the verbal form of 
adminiftration ; and in each, except the laft, there 
would be what our author elegantly calls, ^ a contaSlion 
^ of the perfon and the element f ,’ which he confiders 
as all that is elTentiid to the ad of baptizing. — Be- 
fides. Dr. W.,as already obferved,has elfewhere juftly 
taught us, that uc is into the name. But what 

fenfe is there in reprefenting any one as fet apart into 
the name of the Father^ and fo on ? To fet apart yir, 
or to^ the honour, the ufe, or the fervice of a perfon ; 
and to fet apart for^ or to^ this and the other purpoie, 
arc common forms of fpcaking. But to fet apart in- 
to a perfon, a jiame, or any thing elfe, is manifeftly 
abhorrent, both from the legitimate ufe of terms, and 
fj om the general courfe of our conceptions. Let the 
reader now' judge, whether my opponent’s reprefen- 
ictcion of that which is pofttivc in baptifm, be not an 
infult upon common fenfe. ^ 

Not zuith the doctrine of our author^ in other places. 
For, fpeaking of pofitive laws he infifts, ‘ 'Fhat there 
i'; no method of difeerning the Lawgiver’s au- 
thority and will, relative to thefe laws, but by his own 
exprefs declarations ; for if they are difcernible any 
other way, they are no longer pofitive J.’ Now, 
there is nothing in his defeription of what is pofi- 
tive in baptifm, except the verbal form of adminiftra- 
tion, that agrees to this rule. For where, in the bap- 
tifmal ftatute, or in the New Teftament, has the di- 
vine Legiflator exprefsly declared, that ^a proper fub- 
‘ jed of the vifible church of Chrift,’ fhould be bap- 

J Vol. I. 2*;.^ 


^ 2 Sam. xxiii. 16. f Vol. II. 159. 



x68 On Pofttive Injihutes^ [Chap. IV, 

tized ? Where, in the whole facred Canon, is it 
prefsly declared, that in baptifm there is a ‘ fetting a- 

* part ' of fuch a fubjeft ? And where, in all the code 

of divine law, is it declared that the fubjeft of 

whom he fpealcs is to be fet apart, either by the ufe 
of water^ or by a teacher of Chrijilanity ? — Again : 
Speaking of ‘ pofitive evidence, or exprefs difcernible 
‘ authority,* he fays; ‘Nor can it be pofttive but in 

* proportion as it is exprefs and unequivocaL For, in 
‘ the prefent cafe, pofitive authority is that, the reafon 

* of which we do not and cannot otherwdfe find out 
But if fo, where is his ‘ pofitive evidence,’ or his 
« pofitive authority,’ for deferibing all that is pofitive 
in the ordinance of baptifm, as he has done? Is it 
exprefsly and unequivocally declared, by the Great 
Legiflator, that there is in baptifm a fetting apart^-^i 
an apparently proper fubje^ of the vifible church of 
Chrijl — by the ufe of water—’mi. that by a teacher of 
Chrijiianity? — Once more: When diftinguifhing be- 
tween what he confiders as morale and that which is 
pofitive^ in tlie ordinance, he fays ; ‘ Only fo far as it 
‘ partakes of a pofitive nature is the letter of the law 
‘ our rule f.’ Now, here Dr. W. is profejfedly de- 
feribing the pofttive part of baptifm, incontradiftinftion 
to that which, in his opinion, is moral, and with re- 
ference to which he exprefsly maintains the letter of 
the baptifmal ftatute.is to be confideced as the rule. 
But does he, in this defeription, make jJie letter of 
divine law his rule ? So far from it, that there is 
nothing in his defeription that looks like the letter of 
that law, except the verbal form of adminiftration. — I 
faid, Nothing that looks like the letter : but I recall the 
alTertion, For the term teacher^ which he applies to 

* Vol. I. 201. f Note Social RtUg, 69. 
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the adminiftrator, feerps to have an oblique regard to 
that inJirn 5 iion of perfons, which we contend is requir- 
ed by the word [Moc^nriva-XTe in order to their being 
qualified for baptifm. This^ however, is contrary to 
his hypodiefis. But whether he will allow that 
Greek term, or its equivalent in the 

parallel paflage f, to require teaching before bap- 
tifm, or not ; they are the only words, in the law of 
iiiftitution, from which he can prove that the adnii- 
niftrator fhould he ^ a teacher of Chriftianit}’.’* 

Hence it appears, that the conduit of Dr, W, is a 
palpable violation of his own rules : and, confcquently^ 
either that his opinion, relative to this affair, was un- 
worthy of being announced in his Motto with fuch a 
folemn parade \ or that lie formed thofe rules, not 
for hinifelf, and Paedobaptifts in common ; but for 
Dr. S TEN NETT, for mc, and^for the Baptifts in gene- 
ral, Nor do I perceive any rcafon to forbid him this 
liberty, provided he prove his claim to an cxclufivc 
right of pleading conceffimis in favour of his caufe ; 
which, as already obferved, he tacitly afTumes. His 
conduct feenis to imply a conviction, that, except 
Piedobaptifii be allowed a patent of privileges, ^in 
which our caufe has no concern, it cannot be iiipported. 
With regard to thofe rules forjudging of pofitive 
inftitutes, which he has given, aiid on which he fo 
notorioufly tiT^nplcs ; we have, indeed, no great objec- 
tion. But then it fhould be obferved, that there mull: 
be no quibbling, or fhulBing, on the words exprefs 
and iincqtihKal\ nor mull the enaCtlng terms of the 
baptlfmal ftatute be confidcred as extending to mere 
circumjlances^ either as relating to the fubjeCl, or to 
the aCl of baptizing. Let the word exprefs^ mean 
piain^ declared in direct terras^ though in a coiicife 

* Mutt. xx\iii. 10. t Mark xvi, 15. 

I manner: 
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manner : aiid the expreiflion unequivocal^ figidfy, not 
douhtfuly not uncertain : and we may venture to affert, 
that our views of a pofitive inftitute agree with the 
law of baptifm, as recorded by Matthew and Mark, 
much better than thofe of my opponent, refpeding 
what be confiders as pofitiv^e in the ordinance. — What, 
then, is the language of divine law, relative to the in- 
ftitute under confideration ? I hus it reads, as record- 
ed by Matthew ; Teach all nations^ baptizing them in 
the name of the Paihery and of the Sony and of the Holy 
Ghojl, Thus, by Mark ; Goyeinloalltheworldyand 
preach the gofpel to every creature* He that helievcth 
and is baptized fnall be faved ; but he that believeth 
not Jhall he damned'"^* In this heavenly ftatute, fo f:ir 
as baptifm fimply confidered is concerned, the various 
enafling terms refpedl an adion to be performed, the 
lubjedt of that adion, and the verbal form of adminif- 
tration. — An a^ion to he performed, '^Fhis is required 
in the word (StXTrri^ourt^y baptizing. Now I appeal 
to learning, to impartiality, and to common fenfe, 
whether immerjing in watery be not nearer to the 
plain, the natural, and the dired meaning of that e- 
lading tQYmythm feiting aparty by the ufe of waters and 
whether the former have not a better claim to the e- 
phhetpofii/vey than the latter? f"or, fimply confidered, 
Jetting apart y if it be, as here, to a moral purpofe, is 
not only lefs agreeable to the exprefsl)* enading term 
of this law; but it is manifcftly of rather 

than of a pofitive nature; and may be done verbally, 
where no manual adion is performed ; which cannot 
be faid of mere immerfion in water. — The fuhjcSt of 
that aTlion is marked, in one cojiy of the. baptifmal 
ftatute, by the word fj^aS’ririvtrxrs > and in the other, 
by the latter of which is allowed by all to 

i 

♦ Matt, xxvii. 19. Murk xvi. 15, 16, 
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fignify, he that believeth. In regard to the form- 
ci', I will venture a fjcond appeal, Whether, to make 
difeiples hy TEACHING— fuch teaching as produces 
faith in the eviuigclical doSrine taught — be not more 
agreeable to the letter of this divine law, and confe- 
qiiently belter entitled to the charafter of pofitive i 
than what my oppojient fubftitutes in its place, an ap~* 
parcntly proper fubjefi of the vifible church cf Chriji? 

— As to the verbal form of adminijiratmi^ there being 
no dilpiitc about it between Dr, W. and me, I fhall 
difinifs it without any remark. 

Dr. W., if I miftake not, is inconfiftcnt with him- , 
Wf in anotiter view. He warmly contends, that bap- 
til'in cannot be an ordinance merely pofitivc, becaufe 
the qualifications for it ai;e entirely moral. It appears,- 
however, by his own account of what is pofitivc in the 
appointment, that thofe pcrlbns are to be confidcred OvS 
duly qualified for it, who are ^apparently proper fub- 
^ jecls of the vifible church of Chrift/ Nor do I re- 
coiled!: that he pleads for the baptifm of any, whofc 
character does not anfwcr to that deferiptuin. But 
arc perfons to be coiifidered as ‘ proper fubjedls of tJie 
‘ vifible church,’ who are entirely' defitutc of mdral 
(jualifications ? Is there nothing at all of a moral na- 
ture, eflential to ^proper fubjeefs of the vifible church’ 
—not fo much as a wilUngnefsy in adults, to make an . 
external profi^flTion of Chriftianity? My opponent, 

I am perfuaded, will not aiTert it : partly, becaufe he 
is agalnft baptizing adults in a coercive manner *, and, 
partly, becaufe he maintains, that mere infants arc not 
only proper fubjedls of the vifible church, but that 
they are alfo polTcfled of moral qualifications for bap- 
tifm, — then, thofe only be duly qualified for the 
baptifmal inftItute,who arc ^ apparently proper fubjcdls 
^ of the vifible church of Chrift / and if none come 
I 2 und'Cf 
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under that deferiptien, while abfolutely delhitute of 
moral qualifications *, it follows, by inevitable confe- 
quence, that thofe very moral qualifications are, ac- 
fOfding to his own rule, eJfentiaHo that which is. of a 
pofiiive nature in the ordinance. If this be admitted, 
ire ought no longer to argue againft baptifm being a 
merely pofitive rite, from die morality of qualifications 
for it : and if he deny this, hardly any thing, on his 
principles, will remain of a pofitive kind in the ordi- 
nance, I cjimot help thinking, therefore, that Dr. W, 
is in various refpeeb, aiid in his own elegant phrafe, 
plump againfi; ’ hlmfjlf. 

. Dr. W., in order to have fufTicient fcopc for analo- 
gical reafojiing, wi,ll not admit that the law of baptifm 
is clear and explicit, refpeding either the mode or the 
fubicil. For, amoiig other things of a fimilar nature, 
lie fays \ ^ 'I'he law of baptifin is evidently, in faft, not 

* circumllantiaj and determinate — Whether a total 

* immerfion of the fubjeefc be effentlal to the ordinance, 
‘or even the moft proper inode of admifiion; and 
‘ v.?hether fome^iifvnts are not equally entitled to the 
‘ privilege as adults ; with other queftions of inferior 
‘ c^nfi deration, mu ft necejjarily be decided’ by moral 
t and confequential reafoning -f — This reminds me of 
what Mr. Payne fays, when difputing with IIossuet 

. biftiop ofMeaux, refpc^ling the Popiih, mutilated com- 
munion at the Lord's table. ‘We will begin with 
‘ the Scripture,’ fays Mr, Payne, ‘ which ought to be 
‘ our only rule — in matters of pure, pofitive and arbi- 
‘ trary inftitution, as the fiicraments are ; for they de- 
.‘pend merely on the will and plcafurc, the mind and 
‘ intention of Him that appointed them : and the beft, 

‘ and indeed tlic only v/ay to know that, isby recurring 
to his own hiJiitution\ as we know the mind of a 

♦ h'otCj Q:\MoKSilCES Social Relig. p. O9. f Vol. I. 48^ 
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* teftator by going to his laft will and tc^lament, ahS 

* by confulting that do beft find Iiow he has ordered 
^ thofe things that wl^re of his own free and arbitrary 
‘ difpofal. And by this way we ihall find that tha 
‘ Church of Rome, by taking away the cup, has plain- 
^ ly violated the infiitution of our blefled Saviour—^ 
‘ His [Bossuet’s] firft principle is this ; That in the 
^ adnnnijiration of the facr aments wc are obliged to clx, 
^ not all that* which Jefus Chriji hath doncj hut only 
‘ that which is ejfential to them, 'Fhis v/c allow-- 
‘ Yet Monficur de Meaux is plcafcd to make thl^ 

" the great difficulty, To know what belongs to the ef 
^ fence of the facrament^ andhwhat does not, and to dif 

* tinguijh what is ejfential in it, from what is vc:. 
‘ And by this means he elideavours to darken what iias 
‘ clear as ttie light, and to avoid the PLAnn-' f 
Institution and the CLEAREST command, 

^ INSTITUTION, fays hQ^doCS NOT SUFFICE, /v/A the 
^ qiieji ion always returns^ to knovj what at)pcrtairi\ -re 

* the ESSENCE of the Injlitution^ Jeffs ChrlJl not ha \. ; 

* ing dijiingiiijhed thenu Jefus Clorijl infituted this 
^facrament in the evenings at the beginning of the night 
^ in which he was to be delivered: it was at ^ 

^ time he would leave us his body given for us. Does 

* the — hour, then, belong to the inftitution ? Docs this 
^ appertain to the effence of it ? And is it not as 
^ plainly and evidently a circunjlanccy as night or noon 

* is a circumftance to eating and drinking ? — Is not 

* this a plain rule, to make a diidinCtion between the 
‘ a^ itfelf, and the circimi/lances oF performing dt 
-*~-How fimilar the conducT: of Dr^ W., when labour- 
ing to eftablifh Infant ^)rinkling ; to that of Bossuet^ 
when defending a mutilated ’comm union at the Lord’s 
table ! In each cafe, the law of inftitution is confider- 

* Prefers, Po/>cry^ Title VI F. p. 104 138. • 
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^as infufHcient for ourdircftion in the adminiftration. 
Thereafonof which is, that, with fome plaufibility, 
each in his turn may treat thingsi, which are vjfentidl to 
a due adminiftration, as mere circuwjlcnccs. Thus 
the Popilh prelate, ^and the Protefcant IJiflbnter, unite 
in impeaching the law ofbaptifiT), and that of the holy 
fupper, erf hijnfficUncy ; in order that they may have li- 
berty to do as they pleafe, in the adminiftration of 
thofe inftitutes ! * 

Dr. Stennett having aflerted, ^that pofitive or-* 

* dinanccs arc to be entirely governed hy pofitive law 

* and primitive example,’ Dr. W. replies ; ‘ I take 
' the liberty of infifting — ^that, as no fach duty exifts, 

* in his application of the term pofitive^ presumptive 
‘ proofs are very good ones, beoaufe they are the very 

* BEST that the nature of the cafe can admit of*d But 
1 t us hear our author on the other fide. Thus, then, 
with an air of fu^erior confidence, he fliovvshls opinion : 

* I maintain, that o:i fuppofition infants are not ex- 
‘ prcfsly and iiicr^itiovertibly mentioned in connefh’oii 

* with bapti fin, there is fulficieiit Pi)sitive evidence \\\ 

* favour of Pxdobaptifm (.’ Again; When arguing 
fron- the lav/ of baptifm, as recorded by Mat- 
thew, he fays; ‘On fappofilion that our Lord i li- 
sten ded, IV so M‘\NY WORDS, to eftablifli our 
‘ fenfe of tlu? text, how could It he inorc proper- 

* LY EXPRESSED, or more effectually esta- 

* BLiSHED J?’ — law of baptifn is not de- 

terminate : yet had our Lord profcfledly intended 
to elbblifh Paedobaptifm by that law, it could not 
have been more properly expressed ! Whether 
any infants be entitled to the baptifmal privilege, muji 
NECESSARILY bc by confequential rcafoning, 

♦ Vol. J. 51. See alfo, Vol. IJ. 229- t VoI.I. 219, 
% Vol. 1.320. 
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bjcaufe prcfnmptive proofs are the very best the cafe 
will admit; yet there is positive evidence in favour 
of Fredobaptifm : and we know the Gentleman who 
in^ids, that pofttlve evidence is clear, unequivocal, cir- 
cumftantial ! Our author, therefore, is once more 
pIwKp againft* himfelK 

My opponent, on a certain occafion ejcclaims ; 

^ Dreadful feythe, and no mean mower, to cut fo much 
‘ at one ftroke !’• and I am very apprehenfive, that the 
following axiom of interpretation will prove fuch a 
Icydie in his own hand, refpc(^ting many of the argu-» 
ments for Psedobaptifm. "I'lie axiom is, ‘As nothing 
‘ ftiould be confidered as an eftablilhed principle of 
‘ faith, wliich is not in fome part of Scripture dclivcr- 
< ed with perfpicutty \ THAT PERSPICUITY SHOUL-O 
* BE SOUGHT FOR PRINCIPALLY W^HERE THK 
‘ POINT IN QIJESTION IS MOST PROFESSEDIA' 

‘ HANDLED^.’— That this rule of interpretation is good* 
Proteftant authors in general will readily allow j yet not 
more generally than they do, that baptifm is a merely 
pofitive inftitute. It is on the grand principle of this 
axiom, that we oppofe Paedobaptifm ; and to this axiom, 
ill the following pages, I fliall frequently rgcur. 
But I produce it here only to (how, the incongruity of 
my opponent’s condu( 5 f in maintaining, that the bap^ 
tifinal ftatute does not preferibe, either the fpecnfic ac^ 
tion to be performed, or the qualifications of thc-fub- 
jeft. For .where— in the fpirit of this axiom — where 
are wc to find, either the a£fion to be performed, or 
the proper fubjecl of that action, if not principally in 
the LAW of baptifm ; and next, in the hiftory of apof- 
tolic practice ? Where did the ancient Jews look — 
nay, where would our author hinifelf look, for the mode 
and fubjedt of circumcifion, but firfi, and principally’-, 
AW on M OR RICE, P. 36ii. 
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in the taw of that inftitutc ; and then in the facred re- 
cords of authorized pradicc ? VVherefbouldfubj efts find 
the legiflati vc will of their fovereign in any cafe> except . 
principally, and firft of all, ii/the W of the cafe? 
W ould our author, for inftance, if defiroiis of know- 
ing the fubjefts and quantum of a modern impoff, have 
rccourfe to the old Saxon or Norman laws of this 
country ; or to the ftatute made and provided for the 
very caf." ? Or, if inclined to know the will of our 
Briti/h legiflature, whether he be liable to ferve a pa- 
rochial office, or to be fumnioned as a juror, would 
he look into parliamentary ftatutes that were made 
prior to the Revolution ; or into fuch as were enafted 
iince that memorable period, in which there is not a 
word about either the one or the other of thofe im- 
munities for Proteftant DifTenting minifters ; or into 
the common law of the land ; or, finally, into the Aft 
of Toleration ?,.• Common fenfe would certainly teach 
him to perufe the laft, as the principal^ if not the only 
iu!e, by which to form his judgment upon thofe cafes. 

It is a general moral principle, that civil obedience 
is due from fubjefts to their lawful fovereign ; and 
that, while the government under which they live af- 
fords protcftlon, they are under obligation to fupport 
it, by the payment of legal taxes : yet that obedience, 
and thefe taxes, are direfted and modified by particular 
laws of the ftate ; one ftatute requiring, them in this 
way, and another In that. But in what part of the 
legal co le fhould a fiibjeft look for direftion in any 
particular cafe, if not into the Jiatute relating to that 
* very cafe ? We may therefore conclude, that the law 
of any cafe, is univerfally the principal-^ if not the only 
rule of obedience refpe^ting that cafe *, whether the 
obedience in queftion be required of fubjefts, to afe- 
eular fovereign ; or of man, to God. — Why, then, fliould 
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Dr. W. difcard the law of baptifm, as abfoluteljr infuf- 
licient for our dircdlion, cither as to the mode of ad- 
miniftration> or as to qi/alifications for the ordinance? 
Why have recourfe to inftitutions and to laws cf the 
Jewifh church — ^inftitutions and laws that were given 
fb'many ages before Chriftian baptifin exiftcd, aiid 
are now obfolcte — in order to learn what baptizing is,, 
and who ftiould be baptized ? Why recur, for the 
feme purpofe, to the law of nature, to merely moral 
precepts, and to a long courfe cf :iur.logicarreafoning? 
Did Elijah fay to Ahaziah, h It not becaufe there ic 
no God in Ifrael^ that thv: fen dt-Jl io enquire of Baal-- 
zehuh the god of Ekron"^^ And may I not afk, Is 
there no King, no Leglllaror, no lavV of baptifm, in 
the NewTeftament chur^'h; to teach vis its conftitu- 
tion, its privileges,, its duties, and its initial rite; 
that Dr. W. recurs with fuch frequency to the abro- 
gated ftatutes of Judaifnjto the law of fiatiire, and to 
moral precepts, for intelligence refpe^fting thefe p>arti- 
culars ? Why, if his procedure be juft, fhoiilJ he cx- 
prcfsly cal! the baptifiul commiliion, ‘ the law which 
‘ is deemed THE rule of entrance inio the church. 
^ militant t?’ Can it be the rule ioi entrance into tfce 
church, without being the rule of baptizing^ both as 
to mode and fubje61: ? 

Did 1 repeatedly demaml, why? the rcafonis plain. 
Infant fprinkling rnuft be fupportedj and it muft4ac 
fupported by an appearance of fcriptaral evidence. To 
effeci which, frequent recourfe is had to the inftitutes, 
the privileges, and tlie lav/s of Judaifm. For, were 
Infant fpr inkling to ftand on the pcdeftal of merely 
New Teftament law and fails., it v/oiild make, in the 
eyes of Proteftants, a deformed appearance, and be in 
a very tottering fituation.— It may be obfervec, however, 

* 7. Kings i. 6 , 16. ■!■ Vol. I, 350. 
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that tlioitgh Paul, wheji matters of mere decormn in 
public worfliip come under his animadverfion, has re- 
courfe to the law of nature, and to moral principles ; 
yet, when corrcfting diforders Relative to the Lord’s 
fupper, he takes a very different method to produce 
convi;5tion. For he immediately recurs to the law of 
iiiftitution ; or to the direct commands of Chrift rc- 
fpedling that very ordinance An example this, one 
would think, worthy of imitation by Dr. W. refpciSl- 
ing baptifm. Nor can he except againft it as not in 
point : becaufe, according to his avowed principles, tlie 
holy fupper has no more of a merely pofitive appoint- 
ment in it, than baptifm itf.lf has. What reafon, then, 
can be a/IIgned, why the law of baptifm fliould not be 
as capable of directing us in the whole adininiftration 
of that rite ; as the law of the facred fupper, in the 
cafe to which I have juft referred ? 

In oppofition to Dr. W/s plea for analogical argu- 
ments, from the appointments and rites of Judaifin, 
I will here lay before my reader the reafoning of Mr. 
ToMliES, who fpeaks as follows. ‘ Arguments from 
^ analogy, in mere pofitive rites of the Old "J efta- 

* pient, to make rules for obferving mere pofitive cerc- 
« monies of the New, without Inftitutioji gathered by 

< precept or apoftolical example, or otlier declaration, 
« in the New Teftament; do fuppofe that, ivlthout 

< jnftitution, there may be par ratio^ a like reafon, eff 

* the life of the one ceremony, as the other. But this 

* is not true. For, in pofitive rites, there is no reafon 
<for the ufe of thts^ and not another thing, in this 

< manner, to this end, by, or to perfons, but the will 
of the Appointer. For there is not any thing — mo- 

< ral in them. They have no general equity. They are 

* fuppofed to be merely, not mixedly, pofitive. There- 

. 1 Cor. i. ^ h ^5* 

fore, 
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^ fore, where there is not the like inllitution, there is 
‘ not a like reafoii : and, therefore, this o{)inion ofana- 

* in pofitive rites, from a parity ofreafon, without 

* inlHtiition in the Kew Tefl:aincnt,.is a mere fancy^ 

^ and no good ground for an argument — I'o apply it 
‘ to the cafe in hand. Circumcifion [for inftance,J and 
‘ baptifm, are merely pofitive ordinances. Mr. B. 

calls them pofttivcs about worjhip^ Generally, facra- 
‘ ments, by divines, arc reckoned among mere pofitives 
^ — The places are innumerable in Proteftant writers, 

* and others, to prove this — The rcafon, then, of bap- 
‘ tifin and circumcifion h merely injiitutlon. If, then, 

‘ there be not the like inftitution, there is not the like 
‘ reafon. This argument is confirmed by Mr. M., 

‘ r v\'lio fiys,] The formal reafon of the Jews being r/r- 
‘ cumcifed ivas the command of God, Therefore, there 
‘ is not the like reafon of Infant baptilin, as of Infant 
< circumcifion, without the like cogimand of GocL 
‘ But there is no exprefs command for Infant baptifm, 

‘ as Mr. M. confefllth. I'herefore, there is not par 
‘ ratlo^ like rcafon, of the one as the other. 

^ I thus argue ; If all the laws and commands about 
‘ the facrameiits, pofitive rites, and ceremonies of the 
^ Jews, be now abrogated; then no argument, upon 
‘ fuppofed analogy, or parity cf reafon, from the intti- 
‘ tution of thofe abrogated rites, can prove a binding 
‘ rule to us,, about a mere pofitive rite of the New 
^ Teftament. For how can that make abindino; rule 
‘ to us, about another niere pofitive rite without any 
‘ other inftitution, which itfelf is Abrogated? That , 
‘ which binds not at all^ binds not about another thing, 

‘ V, g. baptifm. But all the laws and commands about 
‘ the facrameiits, pofitive rites, and ceremonies of the 

* Jews, are now abrogated — ^If we may frame an addi- 

* tion to God’s worihip, from analogy or refemblance, 

1 6 conceived 
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‘ conceived by us, between two ordinances, whereof 

* one is quite taken away, without any inftitut^on ga- 
‘ thcred by precept or apoftolical example ; then a cer- 

* tain rule may be fet down from God*s word, how far 

* a man may go in his conceived parity of reafon, e- 
‘*<}uity, or analogy, and where he muft ftay. For, to 

ufe the words of the author, whofe book is entitled^ 

^ Gralla ; If Ghriftians muji meafure their worjhip ac- 

* cording to the injiitution and ceremonies of the fews-^ it 

* is needful that either they imitate them^dn all things ; 

' or elfe^ that fame OEdipus refohe this rlddky hither^ 

‘ to not refclved^ to wit ; IVhat is moral and imitable in 

* thofe ceremonies^ and what not ? But out of God’s 

* word no rule can^^be framed to refolve us how far we 

* muft, or may not go, in this conceived parity of 
‘ reafon , equity, or analogy. Ergo. The major is 

* evinced from the perfection of God’s Word, and the 
' * Providence of God, to have the confciences of his peo- 
^ pie rightly guided. The minor is proved, by pro- 

< Yoking thofe analogifts that determine from the 
‘ commands about the Mofaical rites and ufages, what 
‘muft he done, or may not be done, about the mere 
‘ pQfitive worlhip and church-order of the New Tefta- 
‘ ment, to fet down this rule out of God’s Word — If 
‘ this way of making rules, binding men’s confciences 

* in mere pofitive worfhip, — ^be valid, then our Chrif- 
‘ liberty from the ceremonial law is made void. 

^ For, by this way of determining things, as of God’s 
‘ appointment, by our conceived analogy, all, or a 
^ great part, of the ceremonial law may be put on our 
‘ necks, under pretence of analogy — Tor, as Chil- 
‘ LING WORTH oiKc told Knot, the Jefuit If the 

< Pope be made foie judge of controverfies, and infal- 

* lible expofitor of Scripture ; it will be in effect all 
^ one, as if he were allowed to make a new Scripture^. 
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* and articles of faith ; and tyranny may be introduced^ 

‘ as well by arbitrary expounding, as — by arbitrary 

* making of laws. So, in this cafe, the bondage of 

* Mofes his law may Ue put on our neck, not only by 

* thofe that fay, it binds in the letter ; but alfo by 
« thofe that fay, God’s commands about the facraments 

* of the Jews bind us in the analogy and proportion. 

‘ 'Fhis agiiment hath ftrength from the Cid experience 
‘ the church hath formerly and of late had, in yielding 

* to thefe rcafoiiings from analogy, in the many canons 
‘ of popes and prelates ; heavily loading God’s church 

* v/ith rites, and decrees about them, impofed from a- 
‘ nalogy of the ceremonial laws of Mofes. The con- 

* llitutions of Popes, and canons of prelates, and the 
‘ books of the maintainers of them, expounding and 

* defending their rituals 5nd liturgies, are full of— rites 

* about priefts ; their orders, garments, dues, feftivals, 

^ facraments, voiaries, religious houfej, and fuch like, 

‘ drawn from Ivlofaical laws. It is a common com- 
‘ plaint of Proteftants and antiprelatifts, that in iniita- 
‘ lion of the Jews, under pretence of analogy^ a new- 
‘ named Judaiiin hath been brought into theChriftian 
‘ church — Arguments from conceived analogy are but 
‘ arguments from that whch is like^ not the fame, *But 

* fuch are but weak things. Proportions are weak 

* probations,, faid Mr. Rutherford — They do il- 
‘ luftrate, rattier than prove ; and, therefore,, they that 
‘ afiert that Piedobaptifiii is fully determined inThe 
‘ Old Teftament, where they have nothing but analo- 
‘ gy, from circumcifion and the Jevrifli church-ftate, 

‘ whatever their confidence be, do but fhow their 

* weaknefs 

Dr. W. charges our principles and condufl:, re- 
ipeftiiig pofitive inftitutions, with various abfurdities 

* Mtipitdobaptifm, Part II. p. xo, ii, is> 17? iS; ^3. 
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aiid inconfiftencies. He infinuates, for inftance, that 
according to our fcntinients thofe. Maws and inlHtu- 
^ tions mufl: be fo plain and eafy, that the moft ignorant 

* of the righteous cannot mifinterpret them'^/— * 
That we maintain, pofitivc laws and pofitive inftitutcs 
nmft be plain ; or, in oppoution to mere inference 
and analogy, exprcfl’cd in dire^ ena^ing terms^ is a 
fail; and lb do Proteftants in general, when difputing 
with Roman Catholics, as will appear in the follow- 
ing paragraphs. Butv/e have not aflerted, nor do we 
Conceive, that they mufl be fo plain and fo eafy, as to 
preclude the pojfihility of a righteous perfon mifintcr- 
preti ng them. For, to fuch prejudices are even up- 
right perfons liabfc, on certain occafions, that no law, 
however plain, is pcrfeAly fecured from being mifiii- 
terpreted by them. — Of this v/e have an example 
refpe^ting the baptifnial ffatutc ; which, if I miftakc 
hot, Dr. W. hKiifelf muft acknowledge to be quite 
pertinent. For thus my author : * Wc hold, as well 

* as our opponents, that water is cfjhitial to the 
‘ chrifbian purification, becaufc plainly afiertedf.’ But 
if efTential, it mufl: be made fo by the law of baptifn. 
Yet^ plain as it is in our author’s view, the people call- 
ed (^takers do not fee it. For thus Robert Bar- 
clay : ‘ That he [Chrift] commanded his difciples to 
‘ baptize with watcr^ I could never yet read J.’ Thus 
aUb 'W illiam Dell, when interpreting that copy of 
the baptifinal ftatutc which was recorded by Adatthew ; 

< I would have you to Uach all nations^ and by the 
‘ miniftration of the Spirit, not baptize^ or dip them in 

* cold water (as John did in his own baptlfm, and yovi 

* in hiii’,) but baptize, or dip them, into the name of 
« God, the Father, Son, and Spirit — And by the name 

< of God is meant the power and virtue of God, or 

* Vol. I. 44. I Vul. II. 179, J Prr'p.xii. § 
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^ God himfelf — That by your miniftry, which fhall 

* be in the Spirit, andjiotin the letter, you fhall baptize 
^ them, or dip them, or intereft them into the name of 

* God*.’ Such, I prefume, is the common fentiment 
of our fellow Protcftants, the Qi^iakers ; and yet their 
want of general integrity will not be fufpecled by 
Dr. W. 

Our author tacitly charges i:s w’lth a grofs mi/lake 
for maintaining, that the adlion called Ihiptizing is 
clearly revealed, becaufe there is a ‘ grrnt diver fit'^ 

< of opinions refpefting that action With an ill 
grace does my opponent make this objetStion, v/hile 
ho confidcrs it as extremely plain^ that baptifin is not 
a merely pofitlvc infHtution; even* though ho cannot 
but aclaiowlcdge, that J^iedobaptifls in general^ and 
for auirht I have obferved he might have fiid univer^ 
f(dl)\ have coiiftanrly mentioned it in that lightj. For 
on his own principle it appears, thaethe nature of a 
divine law may he very phi though none but Dr. 
W. have had fenfe and impartiality enough to difccni 
Jt. — Bofides, though the praoiice of ChriRian com- 
munities has been various j yet the generality of learn- 
ed men, in all ages and in all countries, have agreed to 
affix the f(me ;W/r^/idca to the enacting term baptize^ 
Nav, it is apparent, from the teRimonics of Pmdo- 
baptiRs themfelvcs, that for a long courfc of ages the 
alnioft uni v^rfaT practice was immcrfion\ 

even to tlips day it is pradtifed by more than half the 
nominal Chriftians in the world §. 

He proceeds: ^ It is impoffible, on the principle I 

< am oppofing, for Mr. B. or Dr. S. to prove their 
^ right and authority to adminifter the ordinance of 
^ baptifm to any fubjedt, and of confec|uence the vali-^ 

'' Si l( IForks^p. Lonil. 1777. '}■ Vof. T. :; 6 . 

Voi. 1.34.. § bee iVt/v/'U/. Exanh \'ol, I. Clnp. iv, v, 

‘ dliy 
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* of the adtion.’ Impofftble ! but what ftrange 
principle do the Doiior and I hold, that infers any 
fuch impoffibiiity ? Hear it, ye Proteftants, who de- 
left the fuperftitions of Popery f — hear it, and judge ; 
for the monftrous principle is, ‘ That nothing Jhort of 

PRECEPT or PRECEDENT tvill fuffice for the due 

* perfor?na7ice of the duty Now, reader, are not 
you terribly fhocked at this deformed principle ? Does 
it not outrage common fenfe, and neceflarily infer the 
cleareft impoiTibility ? If, liowevcr, you ftiould, after 
poring upon it, conftdrr it as a hai'inlefs pofition, or 
even as a grand Protcilant priiiciple ; have ^ recourfe 

* to your ghfics,'and wipe them clean,’ and then you* 
will be fare to fee its various deformity with great ab- 
horrence. I cannot but hope, notwithftanding, that 
its ugly appearance will not deprive you cf felfpoflcf- 
fion; iind then you may be able to reflect on the fol- 
lowing particulru’s. 

That the polit ion of which Dr, W, complains, is 
not fingular, and invented by us to fupport a nev/hy- 
pothefis, like his relative to pofitive inftitutions, is 
plain from tiie fubfequent quotations. Thus, then,. 
Bp. Stillinc FLEE T : ^ In immediate poll tive afts of 
‘ worfliip towards God, — nothing is lawful any fur- 
‘ ther than it is founded upon a divine command f/ 
Bp. Taylor ; ‘ All pofitiYc precepts — admit no de- 
‘ grees, nor fuppletory and coinmutatiori; becaule in- 

* mSh’ laws we fee nothing beyond the words of the 
‘ law, and the firft meaning, and the named inftance ; 

* and therefore it is that m individuo which God points 
< at : it is that in which he will make the trial of our 

* obedience : it \s tliat in which he will be fo perfectly 
^ obeyed, that he will not be difputcd with, or enquired 
« of, vohy and hoiu^ but juft according to the meafiires 

^ Vol. 1. 57. t li’cnkumy B. I. Chap, i, p. 6. EtHt. 2d. 
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' thrre {rt down : foy and no morcy and no lefsy and no 
«* Bp. JUjrnet: ^ Sacraments are po- 

^ fitive precepts, which are to be meafured only by the 
‘ inflitution, in which there is not room left for us to 
‘ carry th^rn any further f.* Chemn^itius: ^ What- 
^ ever is maintained to be neceffary in the church of 

Chrilf, fhould have a command in the divine word, 
^ and fcriptural examples J.’ Dr. Owen : ^ All wor- 
‘ fiiip is obedience ; obedience refpe^fs authority ; and 
‘ authority exerts itfelf in commands-— men have 
^ a right to do in the church of God, that they have a 
*' C'Vnmand todo§.^ Anonvmous: ‘ I'herc is no- 
^ thing relating to inftituted worfliip, as fuch, — tliat 
* is lawfuly but is our neceffary duiy'y viz. neceflary, 
‘ necefftate pracepti inftituting it ||.^ Many fimilar 
teftimonies might be added, but thefe may fufBce ; and 
it fliould be remembered, that thefe authors confidered 
baptifin as a merely pofttive inftitute. • 

'Now, reader, what is there in our pofition againft 
which Dr. W, protefts, as inferring an impofftbilityy^xc^pt 
an application of the general principle, avowed by 
thefe authors and a great number of others, to a parti- 
cular cafe ? But perhaps he may equally cenfure thejn 
for thefe poUtions, as he does both them and a thoufand 
more, for confidering baptifm, without limitation, as 
a pojitivc inftitute. Left that, therefore, fhould prove 
a faeft, I will a|:>peal to another authority, which is4j)^S» 
of Dr. W. hiffifelf. — That nothing of a ritual nature 
can be confiJcred as acceptable to God, except it be 
‘ divinely inftituted,' he feems to hold as an iridifput- 
able truth : and though he maintain that the ‘ mini- 

* B. ii.Chap, iii.§ 18. | xxxix 

i'lch's^ Art. xxvii. p. 2 7y. Edit. 5th. *J Exa?ner} Conril. ‘Trident, 
p. 2M;. Genev. 16^4. § On Hcb. i. 6 and vil. 4, 6. 

II JcriihhaaU p. 4 = 8. Soe P,rd'j!up. Exam. Voi. 1 . Chap. i. 
\'uL j J. Chap. i. Rcflta. lii. f Vol. 1 . 2.55. 
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‘'ftcrial conimlfHoii to baptize, is a difcretionary trull: f 
yet he aflerts that Hhc gofpcl revelation RULF.and 
* PosiTivTi dirc^orf for the execution of that lacrcd 
truil But can any religious adlion, partaking of 
a poriti\’e nature, be juftly confidered as divinely inJiU 
tutedj for which there is neither a divine command^ nor 
an authentic precedent^ recorded in the holy Scrip- 
ture ? Or, can any thing in the gofpel revelation be 
viewed as the rule, and positive directory for that 
action, (liort of fome divine command^ or fome divine- 
ly authorized example ? Nor, according to his own 
view of the cafe, Ciin a directory be pejitive^ that is 
not exprefs and unequivocal. It follows, therefore, 
on his own priiiaiples, that our pofition which he repro- 
bates, is juft and proper. 

The gofpel revelation is the rule and poftive dire nory\ 
If my opponent had not ‘fhown his opinion’ to the 
contrary, I fhpuU certainly have continued to confider 
the haptifmal Jiaiutc in that light- But, fo great is 
our author’s averfion to the law of baptlfrn being the 
rule of baptizing^ that he would almoft as readily 
mit Magna Charta for that purpofe ; and this, even 
yvhile he difeovers no objeftion to the euchariftical 
ftatute being treated as ^the rule and pofitive direc- 
‘ tory’ for adminiftering the holy fupper. — It follows, 
however, from his own allertion, that the law of nature 
is n o part of the rule : and therefore Ais various ap- 
peals to thatlawj.rcfpcdling baptifm, mi^ft be imperti- 
nent. Nor can this be denied, without maintaining, 
that the law of nature conftitutes a part of ‘the gof- 
‘ pel revelation f which Dr. W., I prefume, does not 
believe. — It is equally clear, that merely moral pre- 
cepts, though recorded by infpired writers, are not 
any part of the rule : for neither do they conftitute, 

• Vo!. I. So, 225. 
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although they accompany, what is properly called ‘•the 
^ gofpcl rev'clation/ Becaufe the Gofpcl is //V- 
^is a manifeftation of merev to the miierable ; of 
grace to the unworthy ; of Jcfiis Chrift coming in- 
to the woJJ to lave tlie chief of fniners. But merely 
moral precepts are not of that nature ; and, therefore, 
notwithftandi ng all their utility, are no part of what, 
itriifly fpeaking, is denominated the ‘Gofpel revelation/ 

The gofpel revelation is THE RULE and pojitivc di-* 
rcHory. But what docs he mean by. The gofpel reve- 
lation ? Thai declaration of divine mercy to finners, 
which is contained in the New 'i'eftament, and the 
Chrifiian CEconomy; as coiitradiftingiuflied to the 
Old 'reftament, and the Mcfaic DifpSmfation ? Tiiat 
cannot be, except he avowedly depart from his own 
rule: becaufe he, at every turn, in proof of his point, 
appeals to the Old Tcftament, and to the appoint- 
ments of Judaifm. Nor, detached fromtkofe rcfourccs, 
do I think he would ever attempt a vindication of 
Lnfint fprinkling. — If, therefore, we underftand the 
cxpreilions, ‘gofpel revelation,* in a confillency with 
his own condudl, it muft be confidered as including 
the manifeftations of divine mercy in general, wheth^T 
as contained in the Old Tcftament, or in the New. 

The gofpel revelation-i then, in its utmoft latitude, is 
THE rule and pofitive diredJory, As if that revelation 
were principally defigned to b^ the rule for admiivf-!, 
taring baptifrn4 Surely, it Ihould be confidered as 
the rule for adminiftering the Lord’s flipper alfo ! But 
what would Dr. AV/$ readers have thought, had he 
faid, when treating of circumcifion ; The Mofaic re- 
velation was THE rule and pofitive dircSlory for it? 
Or, The gofpel revelation is the rule and pofitive 
directory fbr the holy flipper? Would they have 
admired, cither the penetration of his judgment, or 

the 
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the accuracy of his pen ? It juay be anfwcrcd, in thru 
obf:^lcte phrafe, I trciu net, W'U for each, thert* is 
equal reafon. — Where, riica/fiaH v;e find that ‘poll- 
•tivc clireftjry’ of Vv'iiicii ihcahs ? In the Old 'Tef- 
.tamenc, or in the N.^v/r fe.- ’..rjv ^^pponent will tiof 
deny, that each of them ccr.r. ln.-, a ‘ yorpel rjvt lation/ 
It fecnis, indeed, as if h !ii . opinion altiioil cverv 
thing included under that denon/i.* rion Avouid fiiniifl) 
its quota, towards a ruu' for the awn.nilhwtion of ban- 
tifin: provided, that y.d except the hctiljnul fiaiutc^ 
the baptifin of the Eunuch^ aiui \aiious other pafiages 
in the New lYdlamcnt, where the ordinance is /a'- 
prefsly mentioned. P'or theO, and efpeciaily the Invj 
of baptifm, fhouid not at anv rate be admitted as con- 
ftituting the rule becaufi; Infant fprinkling cannot 
bear it. — This exception being allowed, you may 
readily, find a ‘ pout! vc directory,’ as to tiie ?r:rde vi 
adiTiinlftration, in the ancient ccrcmonia! pinificafions: 
for they contain a part of that ‘gofpel revelation’ with 
which Jehovah inJuigod the Jevvifin chutch. Where- 
ever, therefore, in facred Writ, you meet v/ith purifi- 
cation by water, you may fafely fay, There is the rule 
ef adminiji eying Chrijlian baptifm ; and a much bet- 
ter diredlory for that purpofc, than any thing contain- 
ed in the bapti final flatutc, or in the apoftolic hiftory 
of baplifinal practice. — As to the fuhjc^i^ you need 
to dip ijito the thii d of ( jcncfi-Stolind the rule fug- 
gefted ; into the hillory of Noali, to mt*et with it in- 
difputably iaipliei; in’o tlic life of Abraham, to ie- 
hold it wriuen as with a funbe im ; into the follow- 
ing prophecies, by David and others, to find that rule 
abundantly confirmed ; and to perufe the New Tefta- 
ment, in order to be convinced, that the foremention- 
ed rule is not contravened. Nqav, the gofpel rcvela-^ 
tion at large being the pfitive directory, refpedting 
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both mode and fubje<3: ; and the evangelical part of 
the Old Tcftament lo clearly containing that rule of 
proceeding; it cannot be a juft ground of furprife to 
ai:y, that the law of baptifm, as recorded by Adatthew 
and MarL, Iliould have nothing deteriniiiatCj either as 
to mode or lubjeeft; but implicitly remit us to evan- 
gelical truth in general, for the qualifications of pro- 
per fubjevfls; and to typical purifications by water, in 
particular, for the legitimate mode of performance. 
"I"his bcinr; “ .le of the cafe, acc')rding to Dr. W., 
vve are in ■' ■ aoir hopeful way of «‘:fc.uding the ^p- 
ti final ftatutc from having -ny concern in the ordi- 
nance, (except fo far as relates to the verbal form of ad- ' 
miniftration) tliat analogical rtafoning may have its 
full fcopc, and appear in all its glory ! 

But, in oppofitioirto this, let us nj:pcal to the na- 
ture of the cafe itfelf. Baptifn was divinely inftitut- 
cd. In the adniiniftration of thai inlritutc, fome ac- 
tion mufl be performed on a certain fubjecl. Now, 
as our author neither pleads fcr an aciion of any kind, 
nor for a// forts of fubjccls, without diftiiiftion, being 
admi/iible ; there mult be fome criterion by which to 
diftinguiih both the awlion and the liibjedf, from all 
other actions and fubjects, not intended by the Infti- 
tutor. But how is it poftible for an adminiftrator, 
with all his diferetion, to make the neceffary diftinc- 
t’lon, both as to the action and the fuhject, without 
either a divine tommand, or an authentic example^ iC-» 
hitive to the \«cry cafe ? — On the principle of rcafon- 
ing here oppofed, there was, to human appearance, but 
little occalion for the blefled God, when he appointed 
circumci/ion, to' have been fo particular, in the law of 
that rite, refpefting infants. For, previous to that 
appointment, the gofpel was preached to Abraham * ; 

and, 
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and, conlequcntly, he had a ‘ gofpel revelation.* That 
emiuent patriarch, there is little reafon to doubt, mufl 
alfo know whether infants, from the earliefl age to his 
own time, had been confidcrey as members of the vi« 
fible church. Nor was he lei’s capable than iny op- 
fionent, of diffinguilhing between a duty and a bene- 
fit ; of reafoning analogically from previous manifclla- 
tions of the divine will, and from the relative flate of 
infants*, or of inferring their claim to a ritual fervice. 
But, notwithftanding this capacity of the venerable 
ancient, Jehovah did not leave the right of infants in 
.that cafe to be inferred by the labour of genius, exert- 
ing itfelf in analogical difquifitions. No ; as he intended 
rircumcifion for^ infants, they were particularly fpcci- 
fied in the law of inftitution : fo that neither Abraham, 
nor any of his pofterity, had the Icaft need of moral 
principles, or of analogy, in order to learn how the 
rite fliould bp performed, or to whom it bclojiged. 
For it is plain, that nothing more was necefl'ary than 
impartially to confider the law of hiJlUuUon^ ami to 
aoT: upon it. Nor can Dr. W. produce a fingle in- 
ftance, of a ritual kind, from the records of Mdfes, in 
which this v/as not the cafe. — Whereas, according: to 
the avowed opinion of my opponent, it is quite other- 
wife refpeding the law of baptifm. For, if his argu- 
mentation be juft, it is of little ufe to ftudy that facred 
Jlayigte in order to learn, cither Avhon? the Lawgiver 
intended fhould be baptized, or inwhat n;anncr the rite 
fhould beperformed.— Butjlnfantfprinklingmijft bcfiip- 
ported *, and for that reafon it is ncceilary the laiuofhapiifm 
f)[xon\iinoihiitro2it(:d2istherulcofbaptizing. A conduft fo 
ftrange, and fo difrefpeftful to the legillative charac- 
ter of Jefus Chrift, that it may well be confidered as 
a libel on thatlaw, and as an infult on common fenfe. 

Our authcij indeed, very unfairly reprefents us, as 

renouu- 
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renouncing the aids of ‘ fober reafon/ and of « com- 
‘ nion fenft* with reference to the clocftriiie of pofi- 
ti v^e inftitutes. Having, as already obferved, pronounc- 
ed ‘ the gofpel revelation the rule and pofitlve di^ 

‘ 7 XclGry' for the aJminiftration of baptifm, he adds ; 

^ Can any one , who properly confiders the nature of 
‘ divine laws, their feparate and refpe^live influence, 

‘ the nature of pofitive authority in particular, hefitatc 
‘ a moment about the neceffity of the light of nature 
‘ and reafon to aflift in the application of that rule,’ 
and pofitive diredfory f ? — Without hefitation, or the 
lead apprehenfion refpe£ting our caiife, 1 anfwer no ; 
nor does any part of our condu£f, that I recolledl:, im- 
ply the contrary. We never yet maintained, that 
thofe concerned in eftimating the qualifications of a 
candidate for baptifm, and in confidering the proper 
mode of adminiltration, fliould. entirely difeard the 
light of reafon and commence idiots, in-order to apply 
the baptifmal rule. furcly, mull admit, 

that pleading the Arte; hv baptifm, in connection with 
apoftoUc pratticc^ as quite fuflicient for our direction \ 
•and maintaining, that arguing from general moral 
principles, and from fuch palfagcs of Scripture /^is 
neither mention baptifm, nor have any allufion to it, 
arc foreign to the purpofe ; are very different things 
from denying that the ‘light of nature and rcafoiiMhouId 
be at all concerned in applying the baptifmal ftat-nte^, 
ILxaufe that 4w not being enacted for idiots, for mad- 
men, or for brutes, but for human creatures polTefTing 
-the ufe of reafon, and that it might be obeyed ; the 
powers of rationality inuft either be employed on its 
enacting terms to know their meaning, and in a way 
of fubmiflion to divine -authority, 'when that meaning is 
difeovered, or there can be no obedience. — Nay, with 

♦ Vol. I. 8b. t Vol. 1. S.?, -.o 
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reference to qualifications for baptifm, and to obedi- 
ence in the adminiftratlon of it, we infift on the light 
of reafon exifting and operating, where Dr. W. thinks 
it of no importance \ and where, without a miracle, 
it neither docs, nor can exift. For he has abundant- 
ly and folemnly ‘ fliown his opinion,’ that mere infants 
are perfedfly proper fubjecSls of the inftitutc \ though 
it be undeniably manifeft, that they neither perform 
an aft of obedience, nor poffefs the light of reafon. 
It muft be with an ill grace, therefore, that our op- 
ponents charge us with implicitly cafliicring the light 
of reafon, refpefting the law of baptifni ; while they 
profcfl’edly, and almoft univerfally, difregard it in the 
fuhjen of baptifm : even though they are obliged to 
acknowledge, that Infant baptifni is not exprefsly re- 
quired, as Infant circum.cifion was of old. 

In another place our author fays ; ‘ I infift it is not 

* in [Mr. B.’s] power to perfom) his appointed work, 

* to teach in order to baptifm, but by the aids of moral 
*and analogical reafoniiig. Without this he will be 

* at alofs about the kindzxA the degree of teaching*.’ 
But Mr. B. has no great need ‘ of moral and an:ilogi- 

* pi reafoning’ to inform him, that an infatu of eight 
days or a month old, is neither capable of any il-iw/, 
nor any degree, of teaching : fo that be the word teach 
ever fo vague, it cannot in any fenfe apply to in.fant'. 
-My opponent feems to forget, that baptifm in the 
name of the Father, of the Son, and ofithe Holy Spi- 
rit, is a very different thing from leaching^ or from 
religious inftruftion, whether public or private. 'I'he 
latter, as to its general nature, ftands on a merely 
moral ground; is enforced by that law of nature to 
which our author fo often appeals ; and is, Dr. Owen 
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afTures us, a ‘ duty moral in its own nature*.’ For 
though public evangelical teaching have the fan(9:ioa 
of divine appointment; and though abilities for that 
work be the donation of our afeended Saviour, who 
beftows t])cm as he pleafes; yet, under every Difpen-^ 
fition of divine grace, it has been the duty, not only 
of pareiits to inftru^f their children in the concerns of 
religion, but of others that were enabled fo to do, and 
had a call in Providence, to teach their neighbours. 
Whereas baptifm is peculiar to the Chriftian CEcono- 
my, and the whole of its adminiftration depends on a 
fpecial manifeftation of the divine will. Confequent- 
ly, wliatevcr neceffity there- may be for moral and ana- 
lt)gical reafoning, with reference to teaching-^ no juif 
igfurcnce can be drawn from it, with regard to bap-- 
tifnu 

As to thofe who are naturally capable of being 
taught, and of profefling faith in the Sun of (jod, v\'e 
labour under no greater difficulty refpecting bapti/in, 
than Dr, W. docs with reference to the Lord's flip- 
per. Y ct he fays, ^ I maintain, that the very nature 
‘ of the eucharift requires eating bread and drinking 

* v/ine m remembrance of Chrift ; that re?nembcrin^ 

* Chrift, difeerning the Lord’s body, and prcvioift /i//- 
‘ examination^ are essential qualifications of a v/or- 
^ thy comr^anicant Nay, in his Abridgment of 
Mr. MoRRjCE’r Social Religion^ when deferibing the 
duty of evangelical paftors relating to thc^ Lord’s 
table, he tells us ; That they are ‘ to keep to the in- 
^ ftitution of Chrift, and take care that holy things 
‘ JJmdd he only to holy perfons J.’ Now it would be 
extremely ftrangc, were there any more difficulty in 
determining who arc fo taught^ as to make a credible 

" 7 iuf: Nature of a Go/gel Cburib en:(t its Cov, p. t VoL 
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pfofeflion of believing the gofpel, in order to baptifm i 
than there is in concluding, v^o they are that remem- 
ber Chfift, dijcefyi his body, examine themfefves, and 
arc hefy penbns. Yet the latter are confidered by 
Mr* Morrice and his Abridger, as effential qualifi- 
cations for the Lord^s table ; and the adminiftrator 
of the holy fupper is reprefented as bound to be care- 
ful that none but holy perfons be admitted to full com- 
munion* -My opponent, therefore, to be confiftent, 
(hould either encourage a promifeuous approach to 
the table of our Lord, or difeard this objeftion. 

It is worthy of being remarked, that when qualifi- 
cations for the Lord’s fupper are under confideration, 
my opponent unites with Mr* Morrice, in having 
immediate recourfe to the inftitution, or law of the or- 
dinance, as the RULE, by which to determine tKc 
character of the candidates, juft as we do refpefting 
baptifm. Nor does he feel the leaft neceflity for ap- 
plying to Mofes, to David, or to any of the ancient 
prophets, in order to learn, by a long feries of analogi- 
cal reafoning, who are properly qualified for the Lord’s 
table. Noj what is dire^ly and exprefsly fpoken of 
the holy fupper, is, with him, the only rule— the 
divine LAW, both of admiffion and of admmiftration. 
Whdreas, when prerequifites for baptifin, and the 
proper mode of adminiftration, come under difeuffion, 
he boldly denies the words of inftitution, or law of 
the ordinance, to be the rule : maintainnig, that we 
mull oV neceflity feek for documents extremely dif- 
ferent from the law of baptifin, in order to know what 
baptifm is, and to whom it belongs. He admits, how- 
ever, that the fphere of enquiry is large, and that the 
means of information are numerous. For he afferts, 
that ‘ the golpel revelation is the rule and pojitive 
‘ directory* Wherever you meet, from the third of 
A Gcneiis 
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Genefis to end of Revektion, widi a manifbftation 
of divine mercy to mifeiaWe finners, you may ^ere- 
fore fay; The^e is the rule of baptifmal dutp 

Without moral and analogical reafoning^ he will be 
at a kfs about the kind and the degree of teaching* But 
Dr. W* feems to forget that there are two copies of the 
baptifmal ftatute,and equally authentic j which, though 
perfeftly the fame as to their defign, are manifeftly 
different in the form of expreffion. Now, in one of 
thofe copies, the kind of teaching is exprefled by. 
Preach the GOSPEL, or proclaim the glad tidings; and 
the degree of teaching by, He that believeth the 
gracious truth fo publiihed, or taught.— Relative to 
this particular, Mr. Baxter fays : ‘ As it is i7 making 
‘ difciplesj which is ffrft exprefled in Matthew ; fo 
^ Mark expoundeth who thefe difciples are, (as to the 
‘ aged) by putting believing before baptifm : and tliat 
‘ we may know that it is juftifying faith that he 
‘meaneth, he annexeth firft baptifm, and then the 
‘ promife of falvation. He that believeth and is bap-^ 

‘ tized Jhall be faved^K^ Provided, therefore, we do 
but regard the law of baptifm with a degree of impar-- 
tiallty, equal to that which is paid by Proteftants to 
the law of the facred fupper ; there will be no moftr 
jieceflity of recurring to moral coufiderations, or to 
the doftrine of analogy, in the one cafe than in tlic 
other. But who, except Roman Catholics, ever 
thought of analogical reafoning being neceffary to un- 
derftand thofe dhafting terms ; Take— eat — drink— 
ni renu^nbrance of me ? Why, then, fliould any Pro-- 
toffant imagine, that the meaning of thofe expreffions 
in the law before us, Teach— believeth — baptizing— 
cannot be underftood, without the circuitous labour 
of analogical difquifition ? Muff; we neceflarily rcciir 
* DiCputcuioni on Rigb) to Sacraments ^ p. 149. 
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to the tliird, or to the feventeenth of Genefis, and fuch 
like paflkges, to know what is meant by the term teach^ 
and the word believe^ as contained in the law of bap- 
tilm ? Or, to ufe an elcgaiit expreflion of our au- 
thor’s, muft we runmiage the Mofaic inftitutes for 
purification by water, before wc can underfiand what 
that capital term baptizing means? Let common 
fenfe, and common impartiality, forbid the thouglit ? 
— The Analytical Reviewer, when remarking 
Di- W.’s conduit in this refpeit, fiiys : ‘ Some may, 
* perhaps, objcil to what the author offers on thefe 
‘heads, that he confounds the ufe of our reafon and 
^ judgment, which is neceflary tounderftand the worlds 
‘ or language o£ a command, with the application of 
< our reafon to form conclujions and rules on points 
‘ about wiiich tlie command is filenf^d^l may add, 
why fliould moral confiderations and analogical rea- 
foning be necefiary in this cafe, rather than in a mul- 
titude of fimiiar cafes under the former OEconomy? 
Or, were the ancient people of God obliged to adopt our 
autlior’s method, refpe£ting the law of circumcifion — 
of the paflbver — of facrifices — and of the various puri- 
fications? Wc may reft afflired that they were under 
no fuch neceiTity^: partly, bccaufc the law of each, cafe 
had no need to be fo elucidated; and, partly, becaufe 
the bulk of the people were abfolutely incapable of 
iuch ajialogical refearches, 

I fald. Incapable of fuch analogical refearches. This 
is a fail, with regard to the inftance how before us. 
For, are there not multitudes of Chriflians — is not a 
great majority of thofe who are fo called, either for 
want of talents, or of opportunity, incapable of that 
analogical inveftigation which, according to Dr, W., 
is neceflary to underftand the law of baptifin? Nay, 
* Analytical Revie*w^ Vol. X. p. 521. 



Chap. IV.] and Analogical Reafonlng. 
are not many of them incompetent even to underiland 
his own reafonlng on the fubjefl ? But if lb, the ge- 
r 7 crality of our Lord’s d^fciples muft, in this cafe, en- 
tirely depend on the judgment and integrity ot the wii- 
cr t'cw; :aa!, with regard to parents in general, Inlanl 
fpriiikling mull: proceed on the gponnd r.f an ini|>licit 
faith. The procedure, therefore, tor uhicli my oppo- 
nent pleads, is ofilfcira iirong prcf-irnplivc evidenv^'e 
that he is under a grofs mi Hake. — Where a:, let biu 
the v%^ord [ioiTrn^'^iTs; be fairly t ran fl. ted into pl.ila 
J’jigli/h, as the other woids of lIr ficnal rtaiiite ares 
;ijk 1 the mofl: illiterate perfon, if hv can rcaJ hi.> own 
language, may linJ b(Ah the (iii.dirHV.rn'!?: foi b'ptilirf. 
and the projicr mode of a<lniiiii!irati(.t;p r 
tallied ill the law itfelf. Nor is this aer/ thi'-ui; inor * 
than what is common to v/ife and gc.oil hivrs, whether 
they be divine or human. For it is natural to fuppofe 
r!iat the laws of a prudent and rightoous Icgiuator, 
will always contain fuch a dcfcription of the fubjecls 
whom thofe laws are intended to afiedl, and of the o- 
bedience required, as is intelligible by the parties con* 
cerned ; without their having recourle to obfolete fta- 
tiites that have been repealed for a thou find years, or 
to other laws of a modern date, (except in cafe of an 
exprefs reference to them) in order to learn v/ho arc 
obliged, and the obedience enjoined. 'Thus *it w’as 
in the Mofaic inftitutes ; thus it is in the euch^Mfti*^ 
cal ftatute ; i^nd thus it will ever be in laws that are 
wife and falutary. 

Why, then, fhould Dr. W. infift on fuch an excep- 
tion to the genera] courfc of legillatioii, with regard 
to the law of baptifm? Why contend for analogical 
reafonlng as abfolutely neccjlary’to difeover both mode 
and fubjefi: ? I'lic evident reafoii is, that he may e- 
vade the proper, natural, and obvious meaning of thofe 

K 3 important 
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important words, teach— believes— ^baptize. Had he 
Confined his analogical reafoning within fuch bounds 
as left the native import of ena6i:ing terms unimpaired, 
and permitted the law of baptifm to fpeak for itfelf, 
his miftake would have been of finall importance in 
this difpute. But as his dodirine of analogy contra- 
difts the radical lignification of commanding terms, 
forbids the Legiflator to be heard in his own law, and 
ufurps the throne of legiflation, it deferves the moft 
refolute oppofition. — Yet, ftrange as this conduft is, 
the exigence of my opponent’s caufe requires it. For 
Infant fprinkling is of fo delicate a conftitution, that 
.it faints and is ready to die, if the law of baptifm be 
confidered as ike rule of both mode and fubjecl. Nor 
is there any other plaufi]?le way for a Proteftant 
DifTenter to exclude the ill favoured radical meaning 
of thofe enadting words, teach— believes — baptize^ be- 
tides that of analogical reafoning. Among ProtefLunts, 
therefore, and efpecially among Proteftant Noncon- 
forinifts, the dodlrine of analogy is the very life of 
Picdobaptlfin. For, incongruous as the fippofitibn is, 
if the RULE of baptizing, both as to fubject and mode, 
be not a very different thing from the law of baptifm. 
Infant fprinkling cannot fubftft. Whereas, could it 
be proved, or were It uni verfally admitted, that though 
the baptifmal ftatute be recorded by Matthew and 
Mark only ; yet that the ‘ gofpel revelation is the 
‘rule’ of adminiftration, and that this ‘ pofitive 
^ diredlory’ may be found in the Pentateuch, in 
the Pfalms, and in the Prophets, befides various places 
in the New Teftament where baptifm is not mention- 
ed ; Infant fprinkling would be in a fair way to live 
and flourifh. 

If our author’s mode ofarguingbe legitimate, it may 

terms 
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of any law that is concifely exprefled can be under- 
flood, or any word be properly defined, without the 
life of analogy. But ij> this his conftaiit courfe of pro- 
ceeding, whenever he hears any one fpeak of teachings 
of believing^ or of baptizing ? Does he in thefe and 
fimilar cafes always employ the dodlrine of refemblance> 
of proportion, or of analogy, to know the meaning of 
what is written or fpoken ? Is it common for Protef- 
tants, in other inflances, thus to proceed, and efpecial- 
ly with reference to the Lord’s fupper ? Or, if Our 
Epifcopalian Brethren adopt that mode of arguing, 
when defending any of their peculiarities, is it ufual 
for Proteftant DilTenters to approve their condiidl ? 
Why, then, fhould Infant fprinkling be treated by 
Proteftant Nonconfornvfts, as if it pofTefled the ex- 
clufive privilege of being defended principally on the 
ground of analogy ? No reafon for this can be aflign- 
cd, except the neccjftty of the cafe: v^hich neceflity is 
to us the ftrongeft prefumptive proof, that Infant 
fprinkling is not founded in Scripture. 

In oppofition to the idea of our Lord having been 
plain and explicit in the law of baptifm, and that it is 
tiiiy to be underftood, Dr. W. afks and anfwers i« the 
following manner : ‘ What jenje of the inftitution is fo 
‘ plain and eafy ? Mr. B. and Dr. S., no doubt, think 
‘ that their own fenfc bids fair for this charadler. But 
‘ here is an Extraordinary phenomenon! here Ste not 
‘ a few thoufands ofhoneft Chriftians; not a few hun- 
‘ dreds of judicious divines, learned critics, profound 
‘ fcholars ; commentators who have developed the moll 
‘ abftrufe parts of holy writ; who yet cannot fee this 
‘ fenfe of the inftitution which is fo ea^. Can that fenfe 
^ ofa paflage of Scripture, or of the nature and defign 
^ of an inftitution,be with any propriety called />/^7/«and 
^ ^^{fy^cJcar^explicit^znim^l intelligible^wf^^ five men 
K 4 ‘out 
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* outof twenty contend is the true fenfe,but which the 
^ other fifteen, poflefled of an equal fliare of parts, piety 

* «nd learning, maintain is the wrong fenfe? — would 
^ rather infer, and with what pA)priety let the reader 

* judge, thateithertheAntipicdobaptift fenfe of Chrift’s 
‘ inftitution is not at all the true fenfe, or, at any rate, a 

* fenfe very difficult to come at In reply to this, let the 
following things be confidcrcd. — I'he Roman Catho- 
lics, when vindicating their varioudy erroneous caufe, 
and to ferve a purpofe, have (bmetimes alTerted, ‘ That 

* the doctrine- of the I'rlnity is not plain in Scripture.’ 
To which Dr. Sherlock replies ; ‘ 'Fhat is, what- 
‘ ever fome men deny, is not plain: and therefore 
‘ Chriftianity itfclf is not plain, becaufe Jews, and 
‘ l^urks, and Heathens deny it. Is the form of bap- 

tifm plainly contained in Sci'lpturc, to baptize in the 
^ 72ame of the Fathcr^^ of the Son^and of the Holy Ghoji? 
‘ And yet many of the ancient heretics, who corrupt- 
‘ ed tlie do<'T:rine of the Trinity, would not ufe this 

* form : which is as good an argument, that this form 
‘ is not plain, as that the do^Irine of the "I riiiity is not. 

‘ yAn l, indeed, if one be plain, the other muft be [fo 

to'>;J unlefs we will fiy, that wc are baptized in the 
fia that is, into the faith and worfliip of creatures f.’ 
^rhough we are fiir from pleading tlie authority of 
numbers, as djcifively in our favour, except it be in 
the argumevAwn ad hwimcm\ yet, with regard to our 
fenfe of the term baptize^ my opponent flhould have 
remembered, thatfer thirteen hundred years, the wnolc 
-of what v/as called the Chriftian world uniformly att- 
cd upon it, except in extraordinary cafes ; and tliat 
even to this day about one half the nominal Chrifl iaiis 
on earth practife irnmerfion, as the moft learned 

* Vol. J. 10 ,, 41 . t I'nfnv. <vr.Avy/ fevp, 1 itlt 
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daboptifts thcmfelv^es declare. Thofe very Paedobap— 
tifts have alfo accounted for the commencement of. 
Infant baptifm, and foil the introduftion of pour mg or 
o\' fprhikUng infl-ead of immeriion, in a manner that is 
perfciilly c oiififtent with our fenfe of the inftitution^.. 
Nor do I recoiled}; that any of the Ancients, in the 
third and following centuries, ever pleaded the baptif-^ 
mal Jlatute in favour of Paedobaptifin ; any more than 
they did the law of the facred fupper, in fupport of 
Infant communion : but in each cafe they had recourfe 
to paflages where the ordinance in qiieflion was notfo 
much as mentioned. 

Again : It is a ftrong prefumptio^ that the Paedo- 
baptifl fenfe of paflages in the New Tc/l ament rela- 
tive to baptifm, is eithei' ^not at all the true fenfe, or at 
* any rate a fenfe very difficult to conic* at that, fo far as 
1 have obferved, none but thofe wlioare profclTcdly in 
the pradlice of Paedobaptifin can difeover it. Where- 
as the whole body of people called Qiiakcrs, without 
one exception occuring to my notice, confidcr our 
fenfe as plain and eafy, fo far as is confiftcnt with their 
entire negledt of baptifm. But can that fenfe be clear 
and plain, which, I will not fiy, fve out of tvjenty^ 
but one out oiten thoufand^ among thofe who are moft 
impartial, cannot defeern ? For the Quakers, as we 
have before feen, unanimoufly confider Infant fprink- 
ling as a human invention. This, therefore, muft be 
an ‘extraordinary phenomenon,’ if the Pcedobaptift 
fenfe be clear and plain. — Befidcs, if there be any pro- 
priety in this way of arguing, it will apply with ftilf 
greater force againft our author’s denial of baptifm be- 
ing a merely poftive inftitution. For he is the only ; 

^ See "Pauiobap. Exam. Vol. I. Chap, iv, v, vii. Voi. IL. 
Chap. ii. iii. 
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writer with whom I have met, or of whom 1 ever 
heard, who either denied or doubted the fad. 

The reafoning of my opponent fuppoles, that what- 
ever fenfe is affixed by the generality of common 
Chriftians, and of learned authors, either to a doftrinal 
text, or to an inftitution of Chrift 5 muft be more 
plain and ealy than that which is annexed to it by the 
few. But, were this a fa6t, the argument would prove 
much more than Dr. W. can poffibly admit; as the 
following inftances will manifeftly fliow. — The time 
was when this way of arguing might have been urged 
with much {greater force in favour of Infant commu- 
nioKj than it is now for Infant baptifm. Becaufe the 
moll learned P^edbbaptifts ihcmfdves have allured us, 
that through the fpace of aboij^t fiX hundred years, com- 
mencing from the time of Cyprian, it was the ge- 
xieral, and even the univerfal prailice, to make infants 
partakers of the holy (upper*. Now, had there been 
a few dilTenters from that pra£lice, who pleaded, as 
Dr. AV. does, that a remembrance of Chrift, clifcmi^ 
ing the hord^s^hody znd/elf-cxaml?JC!tion^wcrt plainly 
revealed ejential q7/alif cations for ?ipprod.ching/che holy 
taWe; this argument would have been an admirably 
prefumptive proof, that their fenfe of the euchariitical 
ftatute was, t^ithcr^ net at all the true ftnfe, or a fenfe 
*‘very difficult to comeat.’ For if there wci'c any 
fnonc6nformifts to that pradice, it is -probable they 
were, not as five to twenty^ but as one to a million , — 
This retortion would be equally valid, with regard to 
Infant communion, as pradifed at this day in all the 
branches of the Greek and Oriental churches, refped- 
ing individual cliflenters from that ciifto.n, if any fuch 
there be among them. — Our author’s way of reafoning 
would equally defend the conftitution, government, and 

* Sec Padobap, Examy Vol. II.* Chap. v. 
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rites of the Church of England, againft the objeftions 
of Proteftant Diflenters. Fbr though the Noncon- 
formifts in this kingdom be a donfiderable body^of 
people; yet, compared with profefled members of the 
Engliih Eftablifhment, their number is far from be- 
ing as five to fifteen, or as five to twenty. Should our 
author, therefore, plead paflages of Scripture plains 
ly againft the hierarchy and forms of worfhip in that 
Eftablifliment, Epifcopalians might with as much pro- 
priety reply ; ‘ Here is an extraordinary phenomenon ! * 
« here are not a few thoufands of honeft Chriftiar^s ^ 

‘ not a few hundreds of judicious divines, learned cri- 
‘ tics, and profound fcholars; who )^t cannot fee’ that 
plain fjnfe of the paflages in queftion. Upon which 
they might itifer, that the plain fenfe for which he 
pleads is cither ‘ not at all the true fenfe, or at any 
‘ rate a fenfe very difficult to come at.* Nay, were 
there any force in this argument, it might be employ- 
ed to prove, that the Papal fupremacy, tranfubftantia- 
ti on, and many of the Popifh fupcrftitions, are more 
plainly revealed in Scripturo, than the oppofitc fenti- 
ments of Proteftants : becaufc the bounds of the Rom- 
ifh communion are far more extenfive than thof^ of 
Proteftantifm; nor are the Popifli ecclefiaftics lefs 
learned than academical profeflTors and minifters inPro- 
teftant countries. — Once more: That doftrinqg and 
fatSs may be diry plainly revealed in Scripture, while 
great numbers of fenfible and learned men deny that 
they there exift, Dr. W. believes as well as 1. Of 
this number are, the law of baptifm, as a ftahding in- 
ftltute, which is denied by the Quakers ; the doftrine 
of the Trinity, the proper Deity of Chrift, his claim 
to divine worlhip, his atonement for fin, hereditary 
depravity, the ncceflity of a divine influence on the 
human heart, juftification before God' by an imputed 
K 6 righte- 
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righteoufnefs, and feveral other particulars of a kindred 
kind ; all which are denied by great numbers, who 
bear the name of Chriftians. 1 ciuinot forbear fuf- 
peiSting, however, that Dr. W. muft confidcr the 
greater part of thefe doctrines and fadfs as rather ?nore 
plainly revealed in Scripture than Infant fprinkling, 
notwithftanding the oppofition with which they meet 
from one and another. 

Dr. W. charges our principles and conduit, re* 
fpefting pofitive inftitutiens, with inconfiftency. For 
thus he interrogates ; ‘ On what principle, except 
‘ what they afFe£t to difeard, do our opponents retain 
^ fome of the pofitive rites of the New Teftament and 
‘ rejeft others ? \^'''hy regard baptifm and the euchariji 

* as of ftanding obligation > while the peiUavmm and 
‘ feajis of charity (the /^?m/?r injoined exprefsly by our 

* Lord, and both practifed by the difciples of the apof- 
‘ tolic age, (fee John xiii. 14, 15. i Tim. v. 10. Jude 

* 12.) are judged unworthy of continuance? Why re- 

* ceive females to communion, or adopt the firji day of 

* the week for the Chriftian fabbath*?' — The prin- 
ciple which I have avowed, and in oppofition to which 
thelg interrogatories are produced, is very unfair- 
ly reprefented by our author. ‘ If, fays he, we 
‘ refign this maxim, that a pofitive precept or duty 

excludes all moral reafoning, analogy and inference, 
we open a door to numberlefs innovarions, and de- 

* prive ourfelves of a nccefFary barrier ag^inft the en- 

* croachments of Popery, and fo on f marking thefe 
words with inverted commas, aiKl referring to parti- 
cular pages in the firft edition of my book, as if it had 
been a quotation verbatim^ In another place he re- 
prefents our principle thus: ‘ The mercenary forces, 
t they place in firont muft be fuch as thefe. ^here /r 

* Vol. I. 92, 93. t Vol. I. 90U 
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^ no EXPRESS precept or precedent^ in the New Tejla- 
‘ ?nent for Peddobaptifrn. — Thatfuchpajfages [in which 
‘ there is an exprefs precept or precedent] are our 
‘ ONLY RULE OF DOCTRINE AND WORSHIP*.’ A 
mc)li: Iharntfiilly inadvertent milreprefentation this ! 
As if we applied the principle, equally to articles of a 
morale as to thofe of a poftive kind ! But if the rea- 
der be pleafecl to examine for himfelf he will find, that 
the principle, and the manner of introducing it, are as 
follow. ‘ Some [Paedobaptift] authors imagine, that 
^ Paeclobaptifm is lawful, though it be not commanded. 

^ Jkit here they feemto forget, that baptifm is 2l poji^ 

‘ iwe rite, and that, when pra6fifed, it is as an a£l of 
‘ divine worjhipd Then the principle is thus exprefled: 

‘ A precept^ therefore-^ or an example^ ynujl he necejfary 
‘ to luarrant the performance of it \ and, confequently 
‘ to authorize its adminiftration to any defeription of 
‘ perfons v/hatever f.’ After having endeavoured to 
confirm this principle by argument, and by the rea- 
foning of Dr. Owen and of Heineccius, which Dr. 
W. docs not honour with the leaft notice, I add; 

‘ Unltfs the principle of reafoning here adopted be juft, 

‘ the arguments of Proteftants againft unfcriptural 
‘ ceremonies in the Romifli communion, will aimoft 
‘ univcrfally fail of proving the fcvcral points for which 
‘ they were produced To this my opponent re- 
fers, and alfojto what I here fubjoin : ‘ Proteiknt au-^ 
‘ thors in general, when exploding a multitude of ce- 
‘ remonies in the Popifti fyftem ; and Proteftant Difr- 
‘ fenters in particular, when oppofing various rites ap— 
‘ pointed in the Englifli Liturgy, are fure to proceed 

• on this principle 5 There is neither precept nor pre^ 

* cedent for them in the word of God*. This maxim is 
^ a film barrier againft encroachments on the goveri^* 

! ^ ol. I, aoa, ^ Pi^dohap. Exam, p. i86.. J Idemy p. 190. 
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* meat of Chrifl, by princely domination, pricHIy pride, 

* and popular unlteadinefs. It guards the throne of 
^ our afcended Sovereign/ and fo on J.now appeal 
to Proteftants, and to Nonconfo;mifts in general, 
whether this be not a juft vitw of ihe giand p’*inc»ple 
on which they refpc£i:ivcly proceed, Avhen oppofng the 
fuperftitiotis of Popery, and luifcr^p^ural rites in the 
Englllh Eftabliflirnent ? I (h-niand of Dr. V/., if he 
fliould think proper again to ‘ ftiow his opinion./ that 
he would alfo ‘ ahfwer hU part / by proving, that this 
principle is not applicable to Infant fprinkling. 1 fur- 
ther demand, as matter of juftice, that v/hen he pre- 
tends to quote anv thing from Pa^dohaptifm Exmnln-- 
ed, and marks it with inverted commas, he would take 
a little more care, both as to the language and fenli?, 
than he has done in the prefent inftance. 

Again : What is there in the principle to which he 
adverts, that is inconfiftent with our conduil refreii- 
ing thofe particulars he mentions ? The princifde it- 
felf being no other 'than that on which I'roLeftants 
proceed, when convifting the Popilh ceremonies of 
fupcrftltion j and Proteftant Diflcnter?, when o])pofing 
varigus rites in the Church of England j if it ’infer the 
confequence Dr. W, pretends, with regard to us, it 
muft do the fame to an equal degree refpccting them. 
But as Proteftants when contending with Papifts, and 
.^onconformifts when difputing with Enfglifh Epifeo- 
palians, on this capital principle, never thought of faf- 
pending the exercife of reafon, of difearding common 
fcnfe, and of commencing idiots, whenever a fcriptural 
precept, or an apoftolic precedent, came under their 
notice ; no more do we, refpefting the law of bap- 
tifm, and obedience to that law in the primitive times. 
To ttfe the powers of reafon on the baptifmal ftatute, 

* TiVd'jbap, Exam* p. 443. 
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in order to know the Lcgiflator’s will ; to confider 
that ftatute as the rule of our proceeding, and to com- 
pare apoftolic praftic^ as illuftrating that rule ; muft 
neceflarily be, as before obferved, a very difl'erent 
thing from having rccourle to analogical reafoning on 
paflages of facred writ where baptifm is not mention- 
ed, in order to find the rule for both mode and fubjeef. 
Tht former we approve and praftife; the latter we 
difeard, not only as impertinent, but as vacating the 
law of baptifm, except fo far as relates to the verbal 
form of adminiftration. For if that law preferibe nei- 
ther the mode, nor the qualifications of the fubjeft, it 
preferibes nothing bcfides a form wo xls to be pro- 
nounced by the aJm i niff rator*— With regard to hap- 
tifin and the holy fnppci;, as orJInanccs of Chriftian 
worfiiip, we neither appeal to the Old Teftamcnt, 
nor to fuch parts of the Nev/ as do not mention them, 
in order to prove their landing obligation. No ; for 
that purpofe we di feel] yap ply to the irifiltution of each, 
and to apoftolic pradlice ; juft as we <io rerpefting the 
mode and fubjeft of baptifm. — As to the other parti- 
culars mentioned by Dr. W. in pre of of our iitcon- 
fiftency, there is not the Jeaft evidence againfl: us 
from them, except on the fuppo^.fi'^n that, when a 
precept or precedent is laid before us, we profcfled to 
renounce the cxercifc of common fonfe, and to be com- 
pletely fatisfiad with the mere fund of a divtm^ com- 
mand, or of, a fcriptural example; of vdiich there is 
not the leaft appearance, either in our principles, or 
our praiiice*. 

My opponent having very unfairly reprefented our 
principle, pretends that the peculiarities of Quakerifm. 
are defended on the fame gener^ ground. For, when 

♦ See Pachhap, F.xanj, Vol. T. p. 21^, 216. l:\oie \ and- 
1 owGooij’j Dljftnt from tbi Cbin'Jj of England fullr jififiedy 

p. 68, 69, 

fpeakins 
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fpeaking of the people called Qiiakers, with reference 
to our mifreprefented principle, he alks ; ‘ Whence 
^ paflive obedience and non-re fijftance ? Whence an 

* oppofition to all forenftc fwearing, in common with 

* profane ? Whence tlie Quakers^ nonconformity to 
^ what other ferious Chriftians confider as lawful ? 

* Their peculiar mode of lalutation and addrefs ?, Their 
‘ method of conduit ing religious worfhip ? The lit-. 
‘ tie ftrefs they lay on the obfervance of the Chriflian 
‘ fabbath?^ and fo on *. To which I anfwer ; Dr. W. 
cannot but know that the general principle of our ar- 
gumentation againft Infant fprinkling, regards posi- 
tive injVitutes of worJhtp\ not inoral duties. Whereas, 
in the particulars here mentioned, there is nothing but 
what is of a moral nature, except the article relating to 
the Chriftian fabbath. Now, as the Qtiakers neither 
do, nor can deny, that there are apojhllc precedents for 
obferving the firft day of the week ; fo my opponent 
is obliged to acknowledge, that they obferve it in a 
religious manner, though the fh efs they lay upon that 
obfervance is too fmall. — With regard to Infant 
fprinkling, they firmly and imaniinoufly maintain, that 
it n^ver had a divine command j that it never w^as 
praftifed, either by John the Baptift, or by the Apof- 
tles ; and that the pradice of it is abfoliitcly unwar- 
ranted by the New Teftamcnt. But, as to their total 
tejedioft of baptifm, even refpeding thofc who profefs 
repentance and faith, they do not pretend to proceed 
on either exprefs divine declaration, or apoflolic ex- 
ample. . No 5 they vindicate their condud, as Dr. W. 
does his, on the ground of moral confiderations, and by 
analogical reafoning. 

It is with an equal degree of impropriety that our 
author produces Dr. Brett, as if he argued on our 
Vol. I. 90, 91. 


principle,, 
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principle, and with as much fucccfs, when ‘ defending 
^ the divine right of Epifcopacy, and the necciTity of 
‘ an Epifcopal commifEon, for preaching God’s word, 
‘ and for the valid adminiftration of the Chriftian fi- 
‘ crameiu Bccaufe it is diocefan Epifcopacy in 
favour of which the Doftor argues ; and is that men- 
tioned in the precept on which he reafons ? Can the 
commi/lion which our Lord gave to his Apoftlcs be 
conficlercd as a pofitive precept for Englifh Epifco- 
pacy ? Yes, juft as much as the law of circumcifioii 
is a pofitive command for Paedobaptifrn : but in both 
c.ift's the pretended proof is of the illative kind. — 
J'hat Dr. Brett pleads the exprefs authority of his 
own church, is acknowledged j but w*iii regard to the 
Scripture, his argument is merely inferential. Nor 
could it be otherwife : for no Proteftant Epifcopalian 
author, with whole writings I am acquainted, ever 
pretended that there is in the New Teftament, either 
exprcls precept, or plain example, for that lordly Epif- 
copacy againft which Diffenters objedL — The Doc- 
tor’s argument from Scripture is this : The apofto- 
lical order, which was appointed to fupply the place of 
Chrift after his afcenfion, was intended for a perpetual 
inlEuition. To that order and office our Lord pro- 
nilfej his prefence to the end of the world. Now, as 
diocefan biftiops,are the only fucccflbrs of the Apofties, 
none but fuch bijhops, and thofe perfons whom tli^^ ap- 
point, .are authcrized to adminiftcr baptifm and the 
Lord’s Tapper f. The precept froio which Dr. Brett 
argues*]:, is juft as exprefs for lord bifliops, as it is for 
lord cardinals, or for a Romifli pontiff*. Why, then, 
ftiould his argument be produced as a parallel to ours 
from rliofu terms of thebaptifmalinftitute,ftYavj — hcliev^^ 
ctL baptize ? It is not by the dircwl expreifions of our 

L cr. '[• \ol. I. 63 — OS. + Mart. xx\lii. 19, 20. 
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Lord, but by mere /7A7//V/, that the zealous Epifcopalian 
endeavours to prove his favourite point ; and, therefore, 
his example is followed, not by us, but by our author. 

But, whieJf is yet more extraordinary, my opponent 
would fain perfu:ide us, that the Pope himfelf, in vin- 
dication of his imperious claims; and Roman Catholics 
ih general, when fupporting their multiplied fuper- 
ftitions ; proceed upon our principle, and plead exprefs 
precepts and precedents. For thus he fpeaks : ‘ The 

* attentive reader will eafily obferve, that Dr. Brett 
< — ^was on his road to Rome ; taking, however, poft-- 
^ the precept s-i which always imply their negative, for 
‘ his guide. And had he completed his journey,, he 
^ and his principles would have met with the moft cor- 

* dial v/elcomc. For by fuch principles the Papal 

* chair is fupported, and the whole ftru£ture of the 

* holy catholic church can boaft of a (Imilar founda- 
‘ tion*,’— That Dr. W. here ‘ fhows his opinion,* is 
plain ; but that his afllrtions arc both novel and un- 
founded, mull, I think, appear to every impartial 
reader, who is tolerably acquainted with the Popi(h 
controverfy. For he means to perfuade the public, 
th^it the pofitlve precepts and principles of wliich he 
Ipeaks, are fimilar to thofe which are pleaded by us 
againfl: Infant fprinkling. 

Pofitlve precepts the guide to Rome. But then it is 
in a ttianner like that of our author, when he takes the 
pofitive precept relpeSing circumcifion, and the Mo- 
faic precepts relativl^ to ceremonial purification, for 
his guide to Infant fprinkling* Let him prove, if he 
can, tliat the Roman Catholics produce any pofitive 
precept whatever^ where the fubje^t ia queftioii is ex^ 
prefsly mentioned, in defence, either of their haughty 
claims, or of tlieir deverlified fupcrftitioas. Why, if 
* Voi, I» 68, 69, 
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our author^s rcprefentation were jull, fhould Protefi- 
ant writers at every turn plead againft them the ivant 
of both precept a7id pxecedciut ? Yet this is very frc- 
quentlvdonc. — By fichpyhiciples the Papal chair ^ and 
the whole JlrulluY e of the Catholic Churchy are fup-> 
ported* Yes, by arguing on the principles of ancient 
Jiidaifm^ and from luch paflages of Scripture as do 
not mention the fubjefl; in queftion, juft as our author 
does, the Papifts endeavour to fupport their caufe. 
Let my opponent difprove this if he can : for, that it 
is a fa6f, I appeal to the writings c>f both Papifts and 
Proteftants*. A method, which, in reference to po- 
fitive inftitutions, we utterly difcaj*d ; but of which 
the Dodtors, Brett and Williams, are extremely 
fond, when defending th;:;ir different hypothefes. 

Pofitive precepts mply their negative* It may be 
neceflary, perhaps, to inform the reader, that this po- 
lilion is taken from Pecdobaptifn Exctmined\ and it is 
here^ as in various other places, introduced by way of 
contempt. But though Dr. W. treat the idea, again 
and again, as if it were a ridiculous falfehood; yet he 
takes not the leaft notice of the proof and illuftration 
ot it that vP^ere adduced. — The following is the pq/Tage 
to which he adverts. ‘ Pofitive laws imply their ne- 
‘ gativc.’ This he quotes time after time. But, as 
if it had been a mere aflertion, and quite unfupported 
by argument^ he proceeds no further. Suclfis Dr. 
W.’s way of ‘ fliowing his opinion,^ and of giving 
^ ^ full reply’ to my book ! — I fupported the pofition, 
however, in the fid lowing manner : ‘ A command, 

^ from undoubted authority, to perform an aftion in 
^ fuch a manner, and on fuch a fiibjeft, mu ft be confi- 
‘ dered as prohibiting a different manner, and a dif- 

* See Pyefa'^atrvp agahijl Vopm, palfim : and various in- 
il.itjccvs V liicli arc addiiccd in l\cdot/{tp. Exam, Vol. II. Chap. i. 

‘ ferent 
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* ferejit fubjedl. So, for ijiftancc, when God com- 
‘ mandcd Abrahaintocircumcifchis ;/7j^//^poftcrity5 on 
' the eighth day; there was no necellity that a prohi- 
‘ bition fhould be annexed, relating to any firnilar ce- 

* remony which might havebecn performed onfe?iialts\ 

‘ nor to exprefsly forbid the clrcumcifion of a fing-n'^ 

^ inftcad of the forefkin; nor to fay In fo many word'-, 

‘ It fliall not be performed on the feventh day. Thoie 

* pofitive precepts, jhuU clrcu'ficifc' the JieJh of your 
^ forejkin — He that is eight days old jhall be circumeij- 
‘ ed\ plainly implying t’ne forementioned prohibitions. 

« — So, when jehovath commanded the liraeiites to 
‘ take a lamb, a male of the fir/} year, for the pafehai 
‘ feaft ; there was no need to forbid the choice of an 
‘ ewe lamb, nor yet a ram of the ftcjnd or third year. 

^ So, likewife, when Paul, fpeaking of the facreJ f ip- 

* per, fays; Let a man examine himsflf, and fo 
^ let him eat ; th^TC was no necefl'ity of adding, Thoie 

* who cannot examine themf^lvcs ought not to eat. — 

* Thus in regard to the ordinance before us. Our 
‘ Lord having given a commiffion to baptize thofe 

< that are taught^ without faying any thing elfewliere, 

< by*way of precept or of example, concerning fuch 
‘ as are not inftructed being included in that commif- 
‘ lion; there was no neceffity for him to prohibit the 
‘ baptizing of thofe who are not taught : much Icls to 
^ forbid the baptizing of infants, t\veit cannot taught, 
‘ in order to render thebaptifin of them uhlaw’’ful. We 
‘ may fafely conclude, therefore, that though negative 

< arguments, in various cafes, have no force ; yet, in 

< pofitive worfliip and ritual duty, they are, tjiey muft 
^ be valid. Otherwile, it would be impcflible to vin- 
^ dicate the divhie condu£t in puni filing the fans ot 
^ Aaron, for offering firangc fire ; or Uzzah, for touch^ 

the arky fedng neither the one nor the other of 
^ ^ thefe 
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^ thcfe particulars was cxprcfsly forbidden*.’— Such 
was my reafoning on the fubje^l. Why, then, as our 
author in another cafj profefles himfelf to be fo ready 
and fo abl;‘‘ to confj ofit,to break., and torout’ anargu- 
meatatlv^e ‘ phalanx,’ did he not here exert his mighty 
polfmiical powers ? Why treat my pofitioa as if I 
had faid nothing at all to fuppoit it ? 

Pojitive laws imply their Notwithftand- 

ing the offence uhieh this aft ; tioii has given to my 
opponent, yet ofh :r ^sedobjipriff s comiJer it in a re- 
fpedtablc point of light, hoi thus Bi&op Stilling- 
fleet; ‘Though the negative of a faH holds not, 

‘ yet the negative of a law doth ; elfe no fupcrftition f / 
'Fhus Mr. Alsop; ‘ He that acls by comiTiiffion,niull: 

‘ have his powers authorized by his commiffion. Sup- 
‘ pofc a prince fliould ifitie out acornmiffion to certain 
‘ delegates :o hear and determine all differences relat- 
‘ ing to ihc foreft, and they fliall intci'incddle with af- 
‘ fairs out of the purlieus ; will It be thought enough to 

fa)', 7 hep places are not e.rc laded [in] thedr commif^ 

^ /lens' Nay, l-)r. W. himfelf acknowledges the 
f.icl for which I plead, with rrforciicc to hws of a 
merely pofitive kind, when he fays ; ‘ Pofitive duties 
‘ far as, or in the refpeft that they <\xq pnfttivey-^ 
‘ lATPLY THEIR NEGATIVES; for this rcafon, that no 
‘ law whatever, on the fuppofition, enjoins thefe nega- 
‘ tives He tells us, however, in another place ; ‘ It 
‘ is demonifratle, that pofitive laws, though they con- 
‘ dude affirmatively^ do not conclude negatively^ ex- 
‘ cept ill matters that are abfolutely indefenfible on all 
^ data whatever . II’ Our author, therefore, has the 
honour of being once more ^ plump againft’ himfelf.— 

• PevJrhap, Exam, p. 187, 1S8, 1S9. Vol. II. p. 53^, «;4, 51;. 
F.dit. 2d. f Irenicum, Pyrrll. Chap. iv. p. 182. id. Edit. 
I p. 321. liift Edit. § Vol. I. nz. 

(1 Vol. 1.250. 

I con« 
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1 conclude, then, that Dr. W. mufl: either prove that 
baptifm is entirely a moral duty; or that my pofition, 
and its application in this controverfy, fllould ftand 
unimpeached. 

My opponent, notwithftanding, ridicules the pofi- 
tion under our notice, in the following manner. ‘ Po^ 
^ fitive laws imply ^etr negative: which maxim fatal- 
‘ ly excludes all hope of being raifed again [after the 
‘ aft of immerfion] bythecOmmiffioned plungers*.^ 
Not contented with fneering at the alTertion once and 
again, with regard to immerfion, he does it- a third 
time, with equal fprightlinefs and equal Aiccefs f . la 
another place, however, he treats it with ferioufnefs, 
when he fays; This ‘maxim, Pojitive laws imply 
‘ their negative^ has no force in the baptifmal contro- 
‘ verfy, until he demonftrates,»in oppofition to what is 
‘ advanced, that the diftates of right reafon muft be 
‘ /mothered , or elfe that revelation countermands their 
‘ influence J.’ — -iHow frequently does Dr. W. infinu- 
ate, that our doftrinc of pofitive inftitutes vacates the 
exercife of common fenfe? And how often muft I 
alTure him, that as we have no predileftion at any time 
for a ftate of idiocy ; fo we certainly ftiall not defire 
it, efcher when called to eftimate a candidate’s quali- 
fications for baptifm, when adminiftering the ordi- 
nance, or when difputing with my opponent. But 
that there is a very important difference between a fo- 
"ber ufe of reafon, on the law of inftitulion, the pro- 
feflioncf a candidate, or the adminiftratiofi of baptifm, 
and fhat circuitous analogical reafoning for which he 
pleads, is very apparent, and has been already proved. 
Befldes, the negative of immerfion, in this cafe, is not 
being ‘raifed again,’ but pouring or fprinkling\ as 
every impartial reader muft confefs. Confequently, 

* Vol. II. 25,83. t Vol. II. 379. t Vol. I. 23 ^ 

his 
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his witticifm is wide of the mark. — Again: If the 
God of Ifrael required his people, on certain occafions, 
to purify themfelves by bathing their whole bodies in 
water; the negative of tljat pofitive requifition, as in 
the cafe before us, muft have been pouring or fprink- 
ling, and implicitly forbidden as a fubftitute for bath- 
ing. But was there any danger of thofe concerned, 
fo immerfing themfelves as never to rife again ? If 
he fliould reply, They never profelTed to difeard the 
exercife of reafon, in the performance of ritual appoint- 
ments: it may be anfwered. No more do we ; what- 
ever, to ferve % gprpofe, he may infinuate. Nor caii 
we fuppofe there was much neceffity for our author, 
with the felfimportance of an Elihu, to ‘fliow his o- 

* pinion;* left, infteadof merely immerfing, we flioulJ 

drown the candidate. , 

But my opponent proceeds with his infinuations a- 
gainft our principles, as if they had a ftrong tendency 
toward Popery, and fays: ‘ The wearer t)f the triple 
‘ crown afferts aii univerfal claim to [the right of ad- 

* mitting perfons to the minifterial fundion,] as his 
‘ fovereign prerogative — And what is extraordinary, 
‘ he urges exprefs, literal paffages of Scripture, on 

* which to found his pretenfions Muft we, thenf 
ronfider the Papal claim of fupremacy, or of infallibi- 
lity, as having its pretended foundation in ^ exprefs^ 

* literal paffages of Scripting That the famous CiyL- 
LiNGwoRTH was^of a different opinion, however, is 
evident from the following words : ‘ That our Saviour 
^ deligned the biihop of Rome to this office, and yet 

* would not -fay fo, nor caufe it to be written— ^7^ Ret 
‘ memoriam — ^by any of the Evangelifts or Apoftles, fo 
‘ much as mce \ but leave it to be driwn out of unccr- 

* tain principles, by thirteen or fourteen more uncer- 

* Vfcl. I. 'g. 


‘ tain 
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* tain confequcnces ; he that caii believe it, let him 

Thus alfo Dr. Cave : ‘ Tho places [of Scripture j u- 
‘ fuallyalledged to makegood ihcir claim [of Papal fu^ 
^ premacy,] are fo far’^Jetchecf^ and fo little to their pur- 
‘ pofe, that they contain alone a ilrong prcfumption 
‘ againft them: and th^ir own authors foinetimes 
‘fpcak of them with great dill'L'fh Here, if any 
^ where, fure, we may argue, daring to pre- 

‘ fcribe rules to the Moft High, Fhat in a matter of 
‘ fo great moment, had it been dcfigncd, it would 
^ have been moft explicitly dilivered, and folemnly in- 

* culcatcd f.’ Now thefe authors, I prefume, were as 
well acquainted with the pretended foundation of Rom- 
ifn fupremacy, as is my opponent. — Again: Had the 
Roman Catholics what they confidered as ‘ exprefsy 

* literal paffages of Scripture,’ on which to fouiic! their 

darling luprcmacy, or their infallibility, they would no 
more apjdy *for proof of thofe particulars to the firft 
Chapter of CJenefis, and to the feventeenth of Deute- 
ronomy j than Dr. W. himfclf, had he exprefs te?:ts 
in the New Teftamcnt for Infant fprinkling, would 
appeal to the Pentateuch, or to the ancient prophecies 
in proof of his point. Yet Dr. Barrow tells us, 
that the Papifts fijid their fupremacy in the firft of Ge- 
nefis ; and Mr. Poole informs us, that they vehe- 
mently urge the feventeenth of Deuteronomy in proof 
of their infallibility J. •• 

Again: In order to load our grand principle of rea- 
foning againft Infant fprinkling with all the oppro- 
brium in his power, Dr. W. maintains, that it is the 
fame on which * the Popifh abfurd figment of tranfub- 
< liantiation, apoftolical fuccelEon, extremc‘un£lion, and 

Rdig,ofProtcflatits^ Part I. Chap. ii. §22- f Prefery* 
ffgainft Popery, Title I. p. 137. X Harrow on Pey/r’i 
Supremacy, p. 155. Pooll’s AW/'Vr oj Romijb Faiib, p. 26. 
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« fo on/ are defended. In another place he tells us, 
the Roman Catholics plead for ‘the nccejfity of feven 
‘ facraments ; the necejjity of tradition; the neccIJity of 
‘ an infallible interpreter, and fo on ; and the necejjity 
4 ■ '.{ believing and complying with aJJ, as terms of com- 
< uiunlon. And their bigoted, intolerant principles 
‘ arc maintained hy an appeal to C/jri/Ts positive 
‘ INJUNCTIONS — Dr. W.J with an air of fupcrclli- 

ous contempt, has denominated the Rapiiils ^geniufes 
‘ of fuperior penetration and furely, if he himddf 
had not been a genius of fuperior kind, he never could 
have difeovered that the principle under confideratiori 
is that very datum on which the imperious claims, and 
the abominable fuperftitions of Popery are defended. 
But, be that as it may, before 1 examine the propriety 
and the juftice of thefe* charges, it may be expe- 
dient again to remind the reader that our principle 
is as follows: A divine precept^ or an aprJloJic precedent j 
is ahfohitely ncccjfary to authorize the performance of 
any branch of ritual •worjhtp* This is the general 
datum on which we proceed in our oppofition to In- 
fant fprinkling ; and this, I fhould have thought, is a 
facl fo notorious, that my opponent him fcif could /lot 
be ignorant of it. That he intentionally mutilated, de- 
formed, and mifrepreiented it, in order to ferve his pur- 
pofe, I know not how to conceive: but that it Is treat- 
ed fo muft acknowledged. — He fomev/hefe tells 
his reader, that 1 had, on a certain occafion, made him 
/mile : and, as I love to find him in a good humour, he 
may fmile as often as he pleafjs. It may again, per- 
haps, give him pleafure to be informed, that in my 
turn I alfo have had my feafons .of f?nUing^ when pe- 
ruling his Book. Yes, ] have fmiled, for inftance, at 
^xzjolemn pompopiy with which he exhibits himfelf in 
his xMotto— at tile mathcmatkalJlyU in which he fpcaks 
^ \ Ol. I. s|i. I . 
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of his argUTients — r h’*- pvoR/Iii.'g to t.- n/y the hlun^ 
ders of all, or alinoi .lil, ihc I .eclf l’ tHls tint wrote 
Oil the fubjcct beforvj l- ui — v :hcr things, 
prDfi:fJed?nar ft in cc/- ' break- 
ing, and routing a u ; ph:Jan\ r l) ..f par- 
ticulars I Ph ■ ccnf'lf durn L^.fr vni^. ina 

fmile of the public, , v. /rce to d - i e, tliai 
his grots inadvcrtenc v li pal/nii g . rtiiiVcprcfuitation of 
theprincip' • upon reader, is fj 

far h'oni ore a th:it I C'lo.i. Ji vie •- it as 

worthy ofleiiou.') a n.: m. 'Vc o.uquotc, tLruugh 
iiiadvcTteiicy., a fnigic cx i. •. ; .jvX'P to give a 
wr'^ng turn to Vv^n.^L e r ce. ■’'ay be, in various, 
cafes, of little impe.. t :• idut ii is far othc: wife when 

p general a). .1 capital :^yfic}ple of renj^ningh mifrepre- 
fented; and tliis is t[;e cafe her . — With regard to ' 
propriety and ^he iufli'' ! of .nr author's allegriiioi * 
the following Jars r^.v not be impcrlinenL. 

If the princii'/. ' '■ ’mental' e adopted by us 
be the fame ■' * .cK i-' .p f.? holies pro- 

ceed, when ti aePid»ng tL.di iuperltPioiis* it muft be a- 
vowed by them, 1; • by u nat nothing of a r/- 
tual kind fl.ould be pra6tife%i m the worfhip of God, 
wh^ch is not warranted by a divine conmiand^ or an a- 
poftolic exa?nple. But is this a faft ? Are not their 
books of controverfy full of reafonings, and their wor- 
Ihip replete with praftices, quite the reverfe of this 
principle ? Let every Proteftant, nay, let every Papift 
in Europe judge. — But Dr. W. avers, ‘they ap- 
‘peal to Chrift’s poftlveinjunSlions^ioY the nccellity of 
^feven facr aments — tradition-'^an infallible interpreter 
»ib.an unknown et cotter a — ^and of cojnplying with all^ 
as terms of communion. Indeed ! This is one of the nioft 
extraordinary allbrtions, refpefting the principles of 
Popery, with which I ever met : and, were it credible, 
1 fhould certainly confider the Roman Catholic fyftem 
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They (fpt'Cal to ChnjT'i injanSIions, If by 

fojliiuc :njin',diori: be i'ircikied> iioc exp refs commands 
for the yH:> tt:ulct7'> hr rnrj:!i 0 }is^ but for oihc7' things 
;i diiivrenT ; he nianhv'ftl v^ quibbles upon tennsi, 

i- n{ p:J \ible difim^en.uitv, abufes Ins Icfs in- 

firnicfi .-L vAciy and (ays {loibini' V the purpofe. For 
tik’ ol argumeiii \vh;ch i*^ jn odpate, evident- 

ly fpeaks uf a pr'.Cvpr, oi ot a preceki-U bai tlie 7':ic 
whatever it be, dun i.'* ui qeelrion if 

by ^ pcditiv'C iniinietlon^' he m<'*an ‘Jiiedt p'act'pts lor 
thiags ib.at arc n’.'ffrrint from tliofe p:u tiC 'Lrizcdj lie 
cn:\i''b; h; nf:lf fhaving adopted the ^'Li.T :r,cthod of 
i'jppo; th'p Fa d.. .Iviprifni, v\hnh 1/: Ile-rnan Catholics 
ufj in 'lig their iu])crll-itiv'-n-,. Thus, tor in- 

fhirae.y (Fnl eo-nnumded the Aarcaiieal priefts, when 
di'';atirjg at the altai'j to wear /V breeches'^: and 
iv'nce the Ihip/iils iiife? their tiLrie,:: celibacy. Sa 
Jehovudi ga\'c a poiuive inj unit ion to Abraliam, that» 
when eight days old, all ins inal: p dlerity fhould be 
rircumcifed ; and hence Dn W. nd'ers tlu' right of in- 
fants to baptifnu \'arh)U 3 p irt; 'idar'^ by way of com- 
panfon between my opponent ai.dl the mlgiit 

be adiduceJ, bur, for the fake oi brevity, 1 forbeaiy}-. 

Tiu'v appeal to Cbyi/Fs POSJTn :i i Nj UNCTIONS* 

Does Dr. W. then, by ^ pofnive i:pM"idiions,’ mean f.v- 
prejs precepts relating diredlly to the fcvcral inflamccs 
which he fpccifies ? If fo, why did he not produce thofe 
precepts, and give ns a fpecimen of their arguments 
upon them ? 'Fhcrc is not, that I remember, fo much 
as one paflage in facred Scripture tiiat has the appear- 
ance of being an exprefs precept, relative to any of 
thofe cafes which he mentions^ Nor do I rccoliedt 
that any of thofe who are accounted the more judicious 
defenders of Papal rites pretend, even fo much a5 In a 
fmgle inftance, to have a dircSi^ pnjhlvc injun^ton of 
(ibriji in their favour. — That they appeal to thofj 
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words of our Lord, This is my hod;;^ r.- if they proved, 
in the moft direct manner, their dodhiiic of tranfub- 
ftantiatioa, is allowed; but they cannot with any plau- 
fibility pretend, that their idolatrous w'orfliip of the eu- 
chariftical bread is cxprcfsly enjoined in thofe memora- 
ble words. Befides, that laying of oiir Lord’s is not 
& pojitive injunct lor, ^ but a m< ''c opnion. It is not the 
appointment of the lac red fupper, h-iit an Indication of its 
clefign : v/hercas Dr. W. fpeaks of ^ Chrift’s pofitive 
^ iujundiionsd — As to the conduct of my opponent, in 
comparing our leading principle, refpeding poiitive 
iiiitiiutes, with the procedure of Roman Catholics 
when defending that greateft of all abfurdities, trails 
Juhjiantiation ; it cannot have the Icaft pertinency, or 
be of any avail, until he mal^e it appear that v/e pro- 
fefledly renounce common fenfe, when pofitive infti- 
tutes are under our notice. 

That the defenders of Papal power, and of Papal fu- 
pcrllition, do not appeal, as our author aflerts, to the 

* pofitive injunctions’ ofChrift; but that they endea- 
vour to a\'ail thcmfelves, as he docs, of moral cof dera- 
tions and analogical rcafoning is plain from their own 
wrhings, and from the leftimony of Prote Hants in ge- 
neral. To the various quotations refpeCling this par- 
ticular, which are contained in Padobapdjm Exa/ni?i-^ 
edy and efpcciall)' in the fecond Eidition of that work, 
I will hero add the following. Thus, th*cn, Mr. Beau- 
MEU : ^ ^Ve h;r/o this great advantage' [over the Ro- 

Cathodes] — that we have the plain and exprefs 
< y/ords jf holy Scripture ; — whereas thofe things 

* whicn we rejrT — have no ground in holy Writ^.* 
— M»'. Payne : ‘ ! come now to the New 'FeHament, 
^ w^here, if there b j any proofs of the facrifice of the 
^ m:ifs, it is more likely to find them than in the Did : 

* vet thev produce tv/ice as many more, fuch as Uu’y 

I ropt'y, Tida. III. p 
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‘ are, out of that, than this, and, Ukc f-vic ether peopUy 
« are more beholden to dark types and obfeure prophe- 
^ cies of the Old Teftament to make out their princi- 
‘ pics, than to the cle.ir light of tlie gofpcl, and to any 
‘ plain places in the New : and yet if any fuch doc- 
** (-ine as this were to be received by Chi i ft Ians, and it 
^ :niy Inch vvon lerfiil and eilent’.d pan of wnn'liip were 
^ appointed by ChriPr, or tinght and piaftiicd by the 
^ Apofrlcs, we IhnidJ furely have it niore plainly fet 
‘ down In the New 'rauanicnt fli.tn they ai .* rtbb to 
^ fhow — Dr. Goodman: ‘ Th.* (,'ovindl 
^ '['rent [rv)unds the inllliution of Aurlcniar 
^ lion] upon th it one paiiiiye of the fp-J, Johri 
‘ twentieth and twenty fjcui:’ — New here I appe;) 

‘ any man that hath eyes in his hea.l, cr ears to 
' whether in this text th'^e be any one v/ord of auricu- 

* lar confeffion fd — Bp. Taylor : ‘ Bess^eus infer? 
‘ feven facraments from the number of the planet?, and 
‘ the feven ears of full corn in Eep/pt, and feven v/atcr- 

* pots changed Into wine, (though there v/cre but fix;) 
^ bccaiife, as the wine filled fix water-pots, fo the fa- 

* crament of the cucharift fills tb.e other fix, and itfclf 

^ makes the feventh J,’ — Counxil ofTrent : ^ The 
^ lacraments of the church, as maybe proved by ?crip- 
‘ tiire, — are feven in number* But why they are nci- 
^ ther more nor fewer, may be probably fliowed from 
‘ tliofe fhinyy, which by a fire ill lude are tr?mr,ferr<:J 
‘ from t!i.: ri^^uirai to tb,c Ciritual lif:. For thefe feven 
^ things F /iii nece'-.ay lo a ri'':;] to and to pro- 

‘ Ijrvc his hie, and to be inad^ I'Dduible to the com- 
^ mon wealth : to wit, that he be horu^ grow-y and be 
^ noHTijmd, If lie fill into ixkn;F, that lie be rccf'vevcd \ 

^ that the weak:: - ■ iliviigtii be rrjii-rrcL And then, as 

* /' /'er-’/r::.; • \ I. 6j. J IilciP; Title 

p. 6. b:^gr b ih eh-.u-, p. i-i. 

L 3 c to 
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‘ to the commonwealth, that the magiftrates — rule him 
< by their authority and government. And, laftjy, 
that by a lawful propagation of his family, he/>r<:- 
*Jerve both hirnfelf and mankind — The firft is hap* 
^ tifrn^ — whereby we are born again — Then confirm* 

* ation^ by virtue whereof we grow bigger — Then the 
‘ eucharijiy wherewith, as with the food of heaven, our 

* fpirit is nouriihcd — in the iomtii place follows pen- 
‘ ancBy by help w^hcreof our loft health is reftored, af- 
‘ ter we have been wounded by fin. 'Fhcn extreme 
‘ unhlion^ by which the remains of fin are taken aw^ay 

* — Laftly^ is added matrimony^ that by the lawful con- 
*junftion of the man and the woman, children may 
^ be begotten and fcligioully brought up to the fer- 
‘ vice of God, and the confervation of mankind '^.’— 
Dr. Sherlock ; ‘ When a lawgiver has declared his 
^ will and pleafure by a law, it is not fit that fubjedls 

* Ihould be allowed to guefs at his mind, and difpute 
‘ away an exprels law by fomc furmifes and confequen- 

* CCS, how probable foever they may appear : for at 
‘ this rate a lav/ figniiics nothing, if we may guefs at 
‘ the v/ill of our lawgiver, without and againft an ex- 

* prtfs law. And yet none of the advocates of the 
‘ Church of Rome, though they are not ufually guilty 

* of too much modefty, ever had the confidence to 
‘ ])rctcnd an exprefs law for the worfhip of faints, and 
‘ angels,, and images, and fo on : and though they 
‘ feme times alledge Scripture to prove this by, yet 

they do not •pretend that they arc cVire^l proofs, but 

* only attempts to prove foine other doctrines from 
^ Scripture, from which they think they may prove by 
^ fome probable confiqucnccs^ that which the Scripture 

* no where plainly teaches ; nay, the contrary to which 
‘ is exprefsly taught in Scripture. And if this may 

* Cateeb Jm of CjuucH f Trent. Of the Sacramcius, § i 

< be 
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‘ be allowcJ, I know no law of God fo plain and ex- 
^ prcfs, but a witty man may find ways to efcape the 
‘ obligation of it — Another way our Roman advcrfa- 
^ ;it s have of proving their dot^friiics from Scripture is, 
‘ infiead of p/nhi pofitivc freofh produce fome 
^ orry r>'n‘.:tc ii-ul i.^cvuleni cQyifcqucuccs from Scripture; 
< and if they can but hale a text of Scripture into the 
' preniifes, whatever the conclufion be, they call it a 
‘ Scripture-proof. There are infinite iiiftances of 
' tills, but I can only name fame f w. Thus they 
‘ pro’/c the perpetual infallibility of the Church, be- 

* caufe Chriif promifl'S his difciples to be v/ith them 
' to the end of the world — Chrifi prornifes that the 

* gates of hell fliall not prevail agairtfi: his church. Er- 
‘ the Church is infallible — They prove there is 

* fiich a place as purgato^’y ; — becaiifc our Saviour fay^, 
‘ That the fin againftthe Holy Ghofi, (hall neither b« 

* forgiven in this world, nor in the y/orlJ to come — 
‘ They prove the neceffity of auricular confeilion to a 
‘ prieft, from the power of judicial abfolution — Ano- 

* thcr falfe pretence to Scripture^proofs is roclap their 

* own fenfe upon the words of Scripture, — and to call 
‘ this a Scripture-proof of their doflrincs, when their 
‘ doctrines do not naturally grow there, but dec? only 
‘ engrafted by fome cunning artifts upon a Scripture- 
^ itock'*.’ — To the inftanccs here adduced, many o- 
thers of a fiAiilar kind might be added; biK I fhall 
(>nly produCie one, from th.3t eminent French Protef- 
tantM.r. John Claude, with reference to the con- 
duct of Roman Catholics, when defending the doc- 
trine of tranfubftantiation, by an appeal to ancient 
Cliriftian writers. Thus, then, Mr. Cla.ude, when 

I*' 'f'rv. againj} Pug,"£ii\ii i to. VoJ. IJ. Appen* 

P. 22, 23. 

L 4 difputlog 
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difputing with Mr. Arnaud : ^ Had he any thing to 
' alledge that was cpnfidcrable, it is evident he would 
‘ never have taken fo many circuits : and this is a cer- 

* tain llgn, that thefc doftrines, were neither eftablifh- 

* cJ nor known in the churcli, during thofe ages 

liCt the reader now judge, with what propriety, 
truth, or decency. Dr. \V. cculd aflert, that the Papifts, 
in defence of their various claims and fuperftitions, ap- 
peal to ihQ poJUt 'yc hij-:r:!^ious of Chrifl : and let him 
alfo determine, whether that extraordinary aflertion 
proceeded from palpable d.lfmgenuity, from grofs ig- 
norance, or iVoin extremely culpable inadvertency. 
For that he a/Ierts what is not a mull be acknow- 
ledged hy all who are acquainted with the Popifli con- 
troverfy. Na'/, tlie reverfe is a fadl ; for his own me- 
thod of arguing, in defence of Infant fpriiikling, is the 
vjry mode of proceeding adopted by Roman Catholics, 
when fupporting the particulars which he fpecifies. — • 
Mr. James Hervey, when addrefllng Mr John 
Wesley on a hinllar occafion, faid: ‘ I am forry, Sir, 
‘ to fee you again in fuch company: and I would hope, 
‘ if it were not an unhandfome refleftion, you did not 

* know your afioclatcs f/ 

Rufpeching niy quotations from Psedobnptift au- 
thors, relative to the nature of pofitive inftitutions, 
Dr. W. expn fles himfelf as follows : ‘ 1 venture to 
‘ aflert,,as no Icfs true than extraordinpry, that there 

< is not ONE of all the quotations from Paedobaptift 
‘ writers contained in the firft part of his Padobaptifni 

* Examined^ concerning the nature of pofitive ijillitu- 

< tions, but is PERFECTLY CONSISTENT with Pasdo- 
‘ baptift principles X^^Ipfi r/mV;and whodar^s deny 
it ? But, not with Handing the folcmn fryfi-i I v/ill here 

* CuthoJic DeSf. o‘ I'Fihai’iJi^ Part II. Chap, p* 7^* 

+ Liiun i’j M'-. J- IV. y>. 75. j: Vol. J_ i';- , 

' ' fubioii* 
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fabjoin a fimmary of what Paedobaptilts have aitually 
faid, if> appears by quotations in the fecond Edition of 
Pa::lobaptiJm Examined^ on which the reader will 
judge; only premiling, tjjiat they all con/ldered baptifm 
as a merely pofitive inffitute. 

Ti'iey inform us, 'Fhat pofitlve inftitutlons ori- 
ginate entirely in the fovcreign v/ill of God — That 
pofitive laws muft be pLlniiwA exprcfi — That the ob- 
Jiaiaiion to obferve them arifes, not from the good- 
nefs of the things required, but from the autbority of 
God — That they are determined, by drvi^c infiituUon^ 
as to their matter^ manner^ and fgnificat ion— That 
tiiey admit of no commutation, mutilation, or alter- 
ation, by human authority — 'Fhat they depend entire- 
Iv oi\ divine irftitutiony and are to be rcgTilatcil by ii — 
'I'iiat we ought not to concliide God lias appointed 
fuch a rite, for fuch a piirpc^fe, bccaufe we ima.gine 
oiirfclves to Hand in need of it, arul that there arc faf- 
heient reafons^ for it — That an obligal»ion to obferve 
t*ieni does not refult from our feeing the rca.fons cF 
ilicin, but from the command of (iO 1 ; and that his 
poiitive command is enforced by the rnorfillaw — I'hat 
there are no acclkntdl fai'ts of a pofitive inflitutlon — 
Tli.it it is unlawful to conform to any part C/f a rchgi- 
cus ntc, without a divine warrant — That it is at our 
peril to continue ignorant cf the wfll of C3oJ relating 
to his pofitive apjxiintmcnts — d'hat it is great p:e- 
funiption to mJPlcc light of them — That a difpbfitioh 
to obey God nn his poiitive inftinites, is part of tlia^ 
holinefs without wdiich none (hall fee the Lord— And, 
th.it external rites arc of little ufe, detached from vir- 
tuous tempers. 

The following teftimonies were alfo produced. Dr. 
(tOODwin: ‘There is this difference between doo 
‘ tiinal truths and inftitutions, that one truth may be, 

L s * 
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^ by reafon, better fetched out of another, and more 
‘ liifely and eafily, than inftitutfons. For one truth he- 
^ gets another, and truth is infinite in the confequcnccs 
*ofit; but fo inftitutions arc not/ — Dr, Sherlock: 
‘ I would not be thought wholly to rejedl a plain and 

* evident confeqiicnce from Scripture ; but yet I will 

* never ad?nit of a mere confequence to prove an in- 

* ftitution, which muft be delivered in plain terms^ 

‘ as all laws ought to be : and where I have no o- 

* ther proof but fome Scripture confequcnccs^ I fliall 

* not think it equivalent to a Scripture-proof. If the 

* confequence be plain and obvious, and fuch as every 
‘ man fees, I fliall not queflion it : but remote, and 

* dubious, and difputed confequences, if we have no 

* better evidence, to be fure are a very ill foundation 

* for articles of faith, [or ordinances of worfhip. j Let 

* our Proteftant then tell fiich difputants, that for the 
‘ inftitution of facraments, and for articles of faith, he 

* expe£ls plain positive proofs : that, as much as 

* the Proteftant faith is charged with uncerUiinty,. we 

* defire a little more certainty for our faith, than mere 

* inferences from Scripture, and thofe none of the plain- 
« eft neither.’ — Peter Martyr: ^Itis neceffary 
‘ that we fhould have a clear teftimony from the holy 
‘ Scriptures, concerning facraments.’ — Dr. Owen: 

‘ All things concerning the wor/hip of God in the 
‘ whole church or houfc now under the Gofpel, arc' no 

* Icfs perfedlly and completely ordered ^and ordained by 
‘ the Lord Jefus Chrift,than they were by Mofes under 
< the law.’ — Dr Isaac Chauncy : ‘ Chrift hath been 
‘ more faithful than Mofes, and therefore hath not left 
‘ his churches v/itliout fufficient rules to walk by.’ — 
Dr. Ridgle Y : ‘ It is a great difaonour to Chrift, the 

* king and head of his church, to fuppofe that he has 

‘ left it without a rule to direct them, in what refpeas 

‘the 
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‘ the communion of faints ; as much as it would be to 

* aflert that he has left it without a rule of faith. If 
‘ God was fo particular in giving dir^l:ions concern- 
‘ ing every part of that 'worfhip fhat was to be per- 
‘ formed in the church 'before Chrill's coming, fo that 
‘they wt.re not, on pain of the higheft difpleafure, to 
‘ deviate from it; certainly we muft not think that 
^our Saviour has neglcdted to give thofe laws by* 

* which the Gofpcl Church is to be governed/ — ^Mr. 
PoLHiLL : « Chrift was as faithful in the houfe of 

* God as Mofes : his provifion was as perfedf, for ri- 

* tuals> iis that of Mofes was.’ 

The fubjoined quotatioas alfo appeared. Mr. 
Payve: ‘Surely, fo wife a lawgiver as our blefled 
‘ Saviour, would not give a law to ^11 Chriftians that 
‘ was not EASY to be underjhod by them. It cannot be 
‘ faid without great rcffecHoii upon his infinite wif- 
‘ dom, that his laws are fo ohfeure and dark^ as they 
‘ arc delivered by himfelf, and as they^are ncceflary to 
‘ be obferved by us, that we cannot know the mean- 
‘ ing of them without a further explication — God’s 
‘ laws may be very fairly explained away, if they are 
‘ left wholly to the mercy of men to explain them.’— 

J. A. Turrettinus : ‘ Whatever of importance the 
* scripture delivers concerning the facraments, mfty be 
‘ included in a few pages ; nay, perhaps, in a few lines; 
‘and that fo as a little child may underftand it.’— 
CHEMNlTiUJ;: ‘Apofitive rite fhould have an rx- 
‘ pref divine command — ^Whatever is maintained to 
‘ be necellary in the church of Chrift, ftiould have a 
‘ command and fcriptural examples.’ — Le Clerc: If 
men be ‘ governed by their paffions, and conceited of 
‘ their prejudices, the moft evident things in the world 
‘ are obfeure ; and there is no law fo clear, but a 
^ wrangler may raife a thoufand difEculties about it/ 
h 6 Again : 
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Again : Psedobaptift writers were produced, expreff- 
ing themfdra in the following manner. Dr. Owen : 

‘ Divine injiitution alone, is that which renders any 

* thing acceptable to God — A worfliip not ordained of 
‘ God, is not accepted of God.* — Mr. Arch. Hall: 

* All our worfliip niuft be regulated by Gofpel Injiitu^ 

* tion ; that it may be performed according to the ap- 
^ pointqient of Chrift, as king of the church — When 

* divine authority is interpofed to point out the will of 

* God concerning any fervicc, which is enjoined for 

* ftanding ufe among the faints, — fuch fervicc ought to 
‘ be obferved without any regard to the manners and 

* v\T^gcs of - mankind : becaufe both the fubffance and 
‘the manner of it are the inflitution of Chrift.’ 

With regard to the circiimjiances of pofitive infti- 
tutes, the annexed, among other particulars, were pro- 
duced ftom Pxvlobaptilts. Mr. Vincent Alsop; 

‘ Under the M,ofaical law, Ciod commanded that they 
‘ ihouM ofter tohim the — jaily burnt-offering; andy 
‘ in this caf:, die re/enr of the bcaft (provided it was 
‘ othervvife rightly qin'i Red) was a mere circnmfiance \ 
‘ fuch as God laid u:* ftr'wfs upon — But, for the heifer 
‘ whofj allies were to make thi vjatcr of frparatioriy 
‘ there the colour was. no circumftaace : but made by 
‘ God’s command a fubfantiul part of the fervice. 
‘To be m/, was as much as to be a hc'ifr : for when 
‘ clu'uniftances have once pafled the Royal alfcnt,- 
‘ and ar<^ ftamped with a Divine feal, die^ become fuh- 
‘ ftanri.ds in iiiftituted wcrfiiip — Nor are we to judge 
‘.that iJod lays little ftrefs uponliis inftitiites, bccaule 
* he dres not imincJiaLcIy avenge tlie contempt and 
‘ ncglu‘i of them upon thi violators — If any of Chrift’s 
‘ inftitutions fee:n iieccffary to be broken, it will be 
‘ firft neceflary to decry them as poor, low, inconfi- 
‘ derable eircanjianccs : and then to fill tire people’.s 
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* heads with a noife and din, that Chrift lays little 

* ftrefs upon them ; and in order hereto call them 
^ the circurnjiantlals^ the accidentals-^A religion, that 

* confcicnce may not |cick at the contemning of them 

* — God is the fovereign and abfolute legi/lator, who 

* may fufpend, refeind, alter his own laws at pleafure ; 
‘ and yet lie has laid fuch a ftrefs upon the meaneft of 
‘ them, that no man may, nor any man, but the man 

* of dares prefume to difpenfc with them, much lefs 
‘ to difpchfe againft them — Pofitives may be altered, 

* changed, or aboHflied, by the Leglflator, when, and 
^ and how far he rleafes ; but this will never prove 
‘ that he lays little ftrefs upon them whilft they are not 
‘changetl, not aboiifhed; nor will it])roye that man 
‘ may chop and change, barter and truck one of God’s 
‘ Icaft circumftantials, ^jeeaufe the Lawgiver hlmfelf 
‘ may do it. He that may alter one, may, for aught 

* I know, alter them all, feeing they all bear the fame 
‘ image and fjperfeription of di'uTie authority — If 

* God was fo rigorous in his animadvcrfions, fo punc- 
^ tual in his preferiptions, when his ijiftitutions were fa 
‘ numerous, his preferiptions fo iniiltifonn 5 what will 
‘ he be \»^hen he hiiS preferibed us fo fev', and thofe fa 
‘ eafy and iifeful to the obferver ? If we can^iot be 
‘ punctual in the obTervatioii of a very Lw pofitives (A 
‘ fo plain figiiification ; how ftiould we have repined, 

* had we been charged with a numerous retinue of 

* types and c^trnai rudiments ! If Chrift’s yoke be ac- 
^ counted htavy, hov/ fliculd we have funk under the 
^ Mofaical p:edagogy !’ 

^'hus Mr. Payne : * It is from the injlitntion of 

* the facrament [of the Lord’s fupper] that we know 
‘ what belongs to the fubjiance of it, and is ejfential to 

* it, and v/hat is only cir* uhiftantial and accidental. 
^ I own, there were fcveral thing?, even at the inftitu.- 

tion 
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^ tion of it by Chrift,. which were only circtmjlantiah ^ 
^ as the place, the time when, the number of perfons to 
« whom, the pofture in which he gave it ; for all thefe 
‘►are plainly, and in their own nature, circumftantial 
^ matters : fo that nobody can think it neceflary or ef- 
^ fential to the facrament, that it be celebrated in an 

* upper room, at night after fupper, only with twelve 
‘ perfons, and thofe fitting or lying upon beds, as the 

* Jews ufed to do at meals : for the lame thing which 
< Chrift bids them do, may be done : the fame facra- 
‘ mental adlion performed in another place, at anotlier 

* time, with fewer or more perfons, and thofc other- 

* wife poftured or fituated : but it cannot he the fame 
^ facrament, or fame a<ftion, if bread be not blcffcd and 
^ eaten, if wine be not blefied and drunken, as they 
^ were both thenbleffedbyChrilljand eaten and drunk 
^ by his Apoftles.. The doing of thefe is not a cir-^ 

- cum/lancc^ but the ver-y ihin% iffclj\ and the very 
^fubjiance and effmee of the facrament,. For, without 
^ thefe, we do not what Chrift did ; whereas we may 

‘ do the very fame thing which he did, without any of 

■ thofc circumftances with which he did it — 'Fhe com- 

■ mand of Chrift, Do ihisy docs not in the leaft extend 

■ to tl\cfe [circumftances,] but only to the facramentrj 
action of blejjmg bread and eating it ; hkjfmg wins 

' and drinking in rcmetuhrance of CAhrift, For that 

* was the thing which Chrift did, and which he com* 
mandeefthem to Jo — He that does not plainly fee 
thofe to be circumftances, and cannot eafily diftin- 

' guifti them from the tiling itfclf which Chrift did, 
and commanded to be done, muft not know what it 
is to eat and drink, unlefs it be with his own family, 
in fuch a room of his own houfc, and at fuch an hour 
of the day. It is certainly as eafy to know what 
Chrift inftituted, and what he commanded, as to 

* know 
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‘ know this ; and, confequently, what belongs totheef- 
‘ fence of the facrament, without which it would not be 
‘ fuch a facrament as Chrift celebrated and appointed, as 

* to know what it is to eat and to drink : and yet Mon- 
‘ fieiir DE Meaux is pleafed to make tljis the great 

* difhcalty, To know ivhat belongs to the ejfence of the 
‘ facramejit, and what does not, and to diftinguifli what 
‘ is effciitial in it, from what is not.’ — Mr. Arch. 
Hall ; ‘ The figns, and even every circumftance re- 
^ lative to the ufe of them, muft be appointed by Chrift, 

* and not contrived by men : for here, as in every o- ‘ 
‘ ther duty, we muft obferve al! things that Clirift 

‘ hath commanded us — The figns that are ufed in the 
‘ facraments have a natural fitnefs^ to bring the thijigs 
‘ they reprefent to our mind/ — Dr. Owen : ^ That 

* principle, That the c\urch hath power to injlitute and 
‘ appoint any things or ceremony^ belonging to the wor* 

^ Jlnp of Gof either as to matter or to ?nanner\ beyond 
‘ the orderly obfcrvance of kich cirm7njlances as nccef 

farily attendiyxch. ordinances as Chnft himfelf hath 
‘ inftituted, lies at the bottom of \1! the luirriblc fu- 
‘ perftition and idolatry, of all the ctuifution, blood, 

‘ perfecution and wars, that have for fo long a feafon 
‘ fpread themfelves over the face of the Chriftian 
^ world ; and it is the defign of a great part of the Rc- 
^ vclation [of John] to make a dilcovery of this truth/ 
Once more: P:edobaptifts were quoted as maij> 
taining thatChrift jealous of his honour ; that what is 
not commanded, need not to be foi bidden; and that 
nothing is lawfuly w'hich is not a duty. Thus Dr. 

Owen : ‘ Chrift inarrylng tiis church to himfelf, tak- 
‘ ing it to that relation, ftill exprefTcth the main of. 

^ their chafte and choice afrcufioiis to him, to lie in 
‘ their keeping his inftitutioils and his worfhip accord- 
‘ ing to his appointment. The breach of this he calls 

‘ adultery^ 
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adultery^ every ^vhere, and whoredom : he z jealous 

God, and he gives himfelf that title only in refpeeft 
of his inftiuUtions — Thofe believers who really at- 
tend to communion with Jefus Chrift, — will receive 
nothing, pradtife nothing in his worfliip, but what 
is of his appointment. They know that from the 
foundation of tlie \vorld he never did allow, nor ever 
will, that in any thing the will of the creatures 
fliould be the meafure of his honour, or the principle 
of his worfhip, either as to matter or manner-^ 
What men have a right to do in the church, by 
God’s inftitution, that they have a command to do.’ — - 
Anonymous : ‘ T here is nothirig relating to iidti- 
tuted worlhip, as Aich, — that is lawful, but is our ;;r- 
cejfary duty: viz. neccfLiry, ne ejjitate pto’cepfi 
inftituting it.’ — H oornbeekius : ‘ In what relates" 
to the facraments and the affairs of religion, it is un- 
lawful to do any thing that is not warranted by the 
com?nand of Gf/d.’ — Dr. Stterlock : ‘ L\ir [Po- 
pifh] author, and fomc of his fize, who do not fee 
half a confcquence before thorn, ililnk they have r. 
mighty advantage of us, in demand' o'* *!'.e fame proofs 
from us to juilify our rejefti .g d ir doctrines, 
which wc demand of them to jtdtify iheir belief of 
them. That is to fay, as we demand a Scripturc-procA 
that there is fuch a place as purgatory ; they think 
they may as reafonably demand of us a Scripture- 
proof, that there is no fuch place as purgatory. Juft 
with as much reafon, as if one fh^uld ttdl me, that 
by the laws of England every mati is bound to marry 
at twenty years old; and when 1 dcfire him to fhow 
me the law which makes this neceffary, he thoukl 
anfwer, 'Fhough he cannot fliow fuch a law, *yet it 
may be neceffary, unlefs I can ftiow him a law which 
exprefsly declares that it is not necefllury. Whereas 

‘ nothinc^ 
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‘ f nothing is neceflary, but what the law makes fo ; and 
‘ if' the lav/ has not made it neceiTary, there is no need 
* of any law to declare, that it is not necciTary */— 
thcfe extrai51-s {rom»Padohiipufm Examined^ I will 
fuldoi.” a few remarks. 

T'hcie authors were all of them Paedobaptifts, and, 
fc'r any thing that ajipears to the contrary, they all 
confidercd baptifm as a merely pofitlve injlitution^ 
'Fhey ma/t, confcqucatlj^ be admitted as ‘ compe- 
' rent and unexceptionable witncflesF at leaft, byDr. 
W. — AVhether thefe, and fimilar things produced in 
my book, be inconfiftcnt with Piedobaptllf principles, 
ah held by our opponents in general^ or not, they are 
mandeflly inimical to the principles and courfe of ar- 
gil rnent adopted by our author. For inftance : Ana- 
logical reafoning, and oonfequential arguments, are 
the very life of his caufe, and ^ the armour in which 
* he trufts.* But againft thefe, Goodwin and Sher- 
tocK make pertinent andftrong excd{)tions, with re- 
ference to articles of a pofitive kind. — He infills that 
New Tcftament rites are not fo plainly dcfciibed, by 
Evangclifts and Apoftles, as thofe of the Old CEco- 
nomy were by Mofes. Whereas Owen, Chauncy, 
Poi fiiLL, and Ridgley, fugittfl: the contrary.-^FIe 
denies, in defiance of common fenle, that the baptifmal 
flatute is the rule of admiaiftcring baptifm ; confi- 
ders tlic gofpe!^ revelation in general as that ri^le; and 
maintains thajt in certain fuppofiible cafes, the mode of 
adminiftering a pofitive rite muft be influenced by na- 
tional decency and local cuftoms. Whereas, he either 
knows, or ought to have known, that feveral of the au- 
thors quoted by me maintain*, that the lujVnution itfdf, 
or the law of the ordinance, is the rule f ; and that 

Fa’c?/--. Vul. I. Cluin. i. -1- Sec Padubap. 

Mr. 
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Mr# rf/ill rcprob-dfes thecuiloms of mcn^ zs abfolut,'- 

ly unworthy to he confuUcd in fuch an affair. Hii 

arguments plmly fuppofcy in oppoiition to tha coml 
Twon fentimcnts orniankiiul, tijat the mode ofadmijiif- 
teving baptifm, and the qualifications for that ordi- 
nance, are mere cirLHfti/iiuiccs of the inffitutc ; in order 
to infer a latitude of adminlilnUion that is very un- 
common. But Ansop and Pavnk fpeak moft decid- 
edly againil that favourite nrinclplc. — He is very 
much offended with us for maintulning, that the law 
of baptiCn is plain^ and eafy to be underffoodi con- 
tending, on the contrary, that there is an obfeurity at- 
tending it, wliich needs illuftration from the Penta- 
teuch, the.Plalrn^, the Prophecies, and from various 
parts of the New Teflament, where baptifn is not 
mentioned. Nay he charges us with imitating the 
Papifts, becaufe v/e rejeft his inode of arguing, and 
plead the law of inftitution, in its plain, obvious, na- 
tural fenfe. Whereas Mr. Payne informs us, that 
the Roman Catholics, in a fimilar inftance, adopt his 
very method of proceeding — z method which all Pre- 
teftants are fure to reprobate, when difputing againfl: 
the Popifli mutilation of the holy fupper. 

Dr. W. has repeatedly refledlied upon us for 
maintaining, that a fiippofition of the baptifmal ftatute 
not being plain and eafy to be underflood, is aji ima- 
gination unworthy of our divine Lcgiflator’s chariic- 
ter; I fliall produce a few more tefti monies from Pic- 
dobaptift writers, relative to the principle of ouraffer- 
tion. Thus, then, Dr. Cumming: ‘ Did the great 
‘ Author of ReveLuion defign that he fliould be un- 
‘ derftood by fallible creatures? If not, what fervc> 

^ a revelation for ? W as it given only to amiilb man- 
‘ kind ; or to fet them together by tiie ears about the 
‘ fenfe of unintelligible founds? Such a thought ciui never 

‘ find 
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‘ find entertainment in the mind of one who is certain 
‘ that there is a God. We nuift therefore conclude, 
‘ that God did intend to be underftood ; [and] that he 
‘ has made ufc of fuch exprellions as were fiiited to con- 
* vcy determinate fenfe to our underfi'anding '*.* 

Ali.;: ANDER PiRiE ; ‘ Law requires words 
^ and phrafcs of the moll: afeeriained and unequivKol 
^ fenfe f.’ 'rhe reader perhaps may need reminding, 
that this author is one of my antay onifis, and one who 
('lies in his motto, ‘ Hearken to me !’ — Mr. CiEE : 

‘ 'fhe inftitution of facramental figns Ought to be 
^ tain and determined ; not left to the fttncics and hu- 
‘ niours of every particular perfon — Certainly, facra- 
‘ mental figns, or the matter <.f facramentr, were never 
‘ left by our bJeffed Saviour to the difcrctiba of men 
< to eftabliili wdiat they fhould think good therein; but 
‘ were determined and appointed by God himfelf J.’— 
Dr. P'iDDES : ‘ By a politivc command, I undcriiand 
‘ an exprefs declaration made by competent authority, 

‘ whether concerning things to be done, or to be o- 
‘ mitted — ^Dr. J. G. King : ‘ Pofitivc duties, hav- 
‘ ing no obligation in the reafon of things, can have no 
‘ foundation but in the exprefa words of the inftitutor, 

‘ from which alone they derive their authority ||.’ — 
Dr. Goodman: ‘ It is very evident that things of 
‘ [a pofitivc] nature ought to be appointed very plain- 
‘ ly and exprcfsly^ or elfe they can carry no obligation 
‘ with lliem. For feeing the whole reafon of dicir be- 
^ coming matter of law, or duty, lies 1 ji the will of the 
‘ legiflator, if that be not plainly difeovered, they can- 
^ not be faid to be infiituted, and fo there can be no 
‘ obligation to obferre them : becaufe where there is 

* of PrrfcKf Di/fi r un e's, p. 74, 7^. Lojid. 1720 

+ i :v Diip rhilio/i^ p. Pu Pof>t^)V>, 

Tiik'VH. p. 24 ^; § Lhol. Pr..cK U.' 11. Tart 1. Cnap. 

i, p, 105. 11 Rita of ll\ Greek C'.rul' m 12. 
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^ no law-i can he no tranfgrejfton \ and a law is no 

* law, in effe<3:, which is not fufficiently promulg- 

c HoADLY : ‘ This [the Lord’s fuppei ] 

‘ being a pofitive imlitution, depending entirely on 

* [Chrift’s] will ; and not defigned to contain any 
‘ thing in it, but v/hat lie himfclf Ihould plcafe to af- 

* fix to it; it muft follow that he declared his mind a- 
‘bout it fully and plainly — ^Dr. Whitby: ‘Do 
‘ any [wife lawgivers] make laws in matters necel- 
‘ lary to be obferved by their fubjedls, fo ohfcurcly 

* as that they cannot be obeyed till they are inter- 
preted by the judges, or cleared by fome other 

‘ means ? — If it happen at any time that forne of 
^ their laws be ([ubious or obfeure in any matter of 

* importance, is not this judged an imperfe^ion in 
‘ them fit to be remedied, by an explanatory adt ? 

Yea, doth it not happen either for want of jhill^ or 
‘ care^ to make them clearer ? neither of which can be 
^ fuppofed in eur Great Lawgiver, Shall then, that 
^ Jefus, who is the wifdom of the Father, be fuppofed 
^ to have a£led fo, in matters which concern the ever- 
^ lafting falvation of his fubjefts, as no wife lawgiver 
‘ ever chofe to do }?’ — Dr, Sherlock : ‘ If there be 
afupreme infallible head of the church, he muft be 
‘ appointed by Chrifl:,.and that in fiich plain words^that 
‘ .every body may know who he isj and what his autbori^ 

* ty is. But Chrift has done no fuch thing ; and there^ 
‘ fore there is none : and this alone is Evidence enough 
‘ to fatisfy the mcaneft man in this mattei’, without dif- 
‘ puting §/ — Bell ARMINE, when maintaining the 
necefiitv of mixino- the euchariftical wine with water, 
afierts,‘ Idiat the L' angelifts havenot exp refsly inform- 
‘ ed us what was in the cup, before confecration : whe- 

Prsferv. ciguinfi pfjl>cYyn^"Y\x}^^.y\\\. p. 7. f/Fw/’j'jVol.TII- 
p. 845, S.'f6. l"i.{\nu- of in jSi>. of Bun^ors 

Sermon, li. § Bufervaiive againjl Popery , Title IV. p. 50, 

. ‘ ihcr 
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< ther mere wine, or wine mixed with wat.T, ot ftrong 

* drink, or water only; and mat th*'? particiilar muft 

‘ be learned fl'om tradition.’ To which Hcspinian 
replies *, ^ Mere the Jefuit*is cOiivicted of manifdt blaf. 
‘phciny the Holy Spirit; who, through negli- 

* gcnce, according to B E ll A R mine, omitted to inform 
‘ us what Chrift confecrated in the cup'*,* 

Rcrp:':fiiig obedience to thefe pofitive laws, Protef- 
tants have dcterniined as follows. Bp. Stilling- 
fleet: ^ We cannot in anywife conceive that the 
wife God ihould, after the declaring his own will, 
‘ I'Mve it in the power of any corrupt fallible being to 
‘ (ieterniine, or difpenfe with the obligation of his 
^ own laws f.’ — Bp. T ay lor : ‘ Unilefs it* be mani- 

* fell that the words [of a law] do not reprefent the in- 
‘ tention of the lawgiver,* the confcicnccj of the fub- 
*je£l is to obey the words of the law — For if this 

* rule were not our mcafure, every witty advocate 
‘ might turn laws to what purpofe he pleafe, and every 
‘ fubjedt would take liberty to ferve his prince, not by 
‘ the prince’s law, but by his own glofles ; and then our 

* confeience could have no mcafure of duty, and there- 
*■ fore no ground of peace J.’ — To ihefe, many other 
atteftations of a iimilar kind might be added biii the 
preceding particulars manifeftly fhow, that our princi- 
pies and condnft, relative to the baptifmal inftitute, 
arc agreeable tp thofe of Proteftants in cafes af a kin- 
dred kind. 

Before I conclude this branch of the fubjecS it may 
be remarked, that various of thofe grounds on which 
Dr. W. proceeds, are, to me at leaft, entirely novel : 
the principal of which arc, That baptifm is noty ftrift- 
ly fpeaking, a pofitive tiie qualifica- 

Iliji, L. V, Cap. vii^ p. f Irenicuni^^, 

I. Chip. i. p. 21. Z/VtZv/uv/. H.lll Chup. vi. f>. pi;. 

tioiis 
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tions of the fubjc<5?> and the acf of baptizing, are r/>. 
cumjianca of the ordinance — And, that the rule of 
baptizing is, not the Inw ofhaptifm ; nor yet the re- 
corded practice of baptifm, hyjohny or by the Apof- 
ties; but the gofpel revelation in general, Nowy he 
having invented thefc novel foundations on which to 
defend Infant fj^rinkling, we may juftJy infer, that in 
his opinion the exigences of his caufc required fome 
Kew fupport. Becaiife it would be uncandid for us to 
fuppofe that he aded out of mere c.ipricc, or only to 
fhowthe fertility of his invention, when he exhibited 
thefe novelties to public view. No ; it was out of 
zeal for what he confiJers as a good caufe — a caufc, 
however, which had uiihappily always been managed 
by unfkilful hands, as having never been fupported 
on right foundations; and therefore, without the ex- 
ertions of fomc ‘ luperior geniw:,’ in the difeovery of 
viewdata for its alliiiancc, was in ininiincnt danger of 
finking. Norhs th.re any reafon to doubt, but my 
opponent confidcrs it as greatly tohis own honour, and 
as extremely happv for P:rdobaj)tifm,that,after fomuch 
of the Chriftian xra had elapfed, his acumen firft dif- 
covered thefc admirable data, 

rX^'Iighted, however, as Dr. W. undoubtedly is, 
with his new principles of argumentation, I cannot but 
view them asaft'ording the ftrongeft prefumj^tive evi- 
dence, piat either thofc principles are ill chofen, or 
that his caufe itfelf is bad. My reafon is, baptifm was 
evidently hitended for tlie difciples of Chrift in general ; 
a very great majority of whom, though thoroughly ca- 
pable of underftanding an exprefs precept, or a plain 
example, relative to the ordinance ; have neither capa- 
cities, nor opportunities, for long, abftrufe, analogi- 
cal difquilitions, in order to come at the mode and 
fuhje<$l of baptifm. Yetperfons the moft illiterate, 

and 
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and of the narroweft capacities, if really converted to 
Jcfus Chrift, muft be fuppofed capable of underftand- 
ing what baptifm /V, and the fcriptural grounds on 
which it fhould be admiijiftercd ; or elfe it would never 
hav-'. been a^/pointcd for them, by our gracious and 
o;niTiilcient l^ord. — But, as already obferved, fucR is 
that courfe of moral and analogical reafoning, in the 
performance of my opponent, that vaft numbers of real 
Chriftians would feel themfelves incapable of under- 
ftanding it, were his book put into their hands. Con- 
fequently, if his d{2tci and courfc of rpafoning were juft, 
or agreeable to the wdll of Chrift ; the bulk of Chrif- 
tians would be obliged, with regard to this affair, to 
reft their faith on tiic Ipfe dixit of thejr fallible and re- 
fpeddive teachers : w'hich would be ijiconliftent with 
the dodfrine of Proteftant^, and cfpjcially vith that of 
Proteftaiit Diftenters. One is your A'LiJlcj ^ even ChrijL 
The conduct of Dr. W. is the nore incongruous 
remarkable, as it does not appeiu <hat he has any 
prcdiieilion for analogical reafoning, with reference to 
That o|lier pofitive inftitute, the fiippcr of our Lord. 
No i for aught appears to the contrary, he is entirely 
willing that both the learned and the illiterate Ihould 
form their conclufions, refpedling the mode of its ad- 
ininift ration, and the qualifications for it, from the law 
of the ordinance, and from what Paul has exprefsly 
faid on that very fiibjetS:. So that, with regard to the 
holy fupper, nioral coiiCidcrations and analogical rea- 
foning having little or no concern, thofe difciples of 
Chrift v/hof: capacities are the moft contracted, if they 
fto but underftand their own language, may read, and 
think, and judge for’themfelvcs. Yes, by reading the 
law of inftitution, as recorded by the Evangelifts ; 
and by confidering the remarks of Paul upon that law, 
when writing to the Corinthian church j they may 
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find fufficient documents to form a conclufionj with- 
oat ftudying either the Pentateuch, the Pfalms, or the 
Prophets ; and witliout having recoiirfe to an v part 
even of the New Teftament, y^here that ordiniuice is 
not mentioned, and in which there is no allufion to it. 
—What reafon, then, can be afligned for this differ- 
ence of condu6t, refpe^ting two divine appointments 
that. are equally poi'itive ? Is the law of the holy Tap- 
per more exprefs, more plain, or more determinate, 
than that of baptifm ? But if fo, how came it that dif- 
putes about the former b'lve been more frequent and 
more violent, llian refpeiting the latter; as well between 
Lutherans and Calviniils, as between Papifts and Pro- 
teftants ? . Befides, as baptffm has a claim on the o- 
bedience of our Lord’s dilciples, frior to that of the 
facred fupper ; it may be juftly prefumed that the bap- 
tifmal ftatute, coiifidcicd in itfelf, cannot be lefs per- 
fpicuous to common capacities, than the law of the 
holy fuppen Mor has Dr. W. the leail fliadow of 
reafon to fay, that the divine appointment of the Lord’s 
flipper is more illuftrated by the records of apoftolic 
pradtice, than that of baptifm ; becaufe it is notorious, 
that the reverfe is an undeniable fad. Why, then, 
^ho^ld my opponent rejed moral con fide rations and an- 
alogical reafoning, in favour of Infant communion ; 
while he pleads them in the moft ardent manner, as 
abfolutcly ncceflary to determine the mode and fubjed 
bf baptifm ? Why, indeed, except it be, as before ob- 
ferved, that Paedoliaptlfm, in oppofitiomto Psedocom- 
munion, fljould be indulged with an exclufn^e privi- 
lege. That it ftands in extreme need of exclufive im- 
munities and of peculiar privileges, is readily admit- 
ed ; for without them it cannotJong fubfiff r but that 
it has a righteous claim upon them, does not yet ap- 
pear. 


Once 
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Once more : It is remarkable, that thpugh 
and the Roman Catholics, are equally fond of argii^m^ ' 
from remote principles, and of proving their fevetd 
points by analogical arguments \ yet, widi reference to 
baptifm and the holy fupper, their conduft is widely 
different. For though the votaries of fuperitidott 
exhauft the fources of moral and analogical reafoning, 
when defending communion in'^one kind ; yet, with 
gard to Paedobaptifm, as far as I have obferved, diat 
fort of argument is but fparingly ufed by them* 
Whereas, my opponent’s conduft is quite the reverfe. 
For, while he treats the euchariftical ftatute, and .the 
declarations of Paul concerning it, as a complete rule 
of qualifications for admilKon to the Lord’s table, with- 
out having recourfe toanalogy for afliftance; yet he no 
fooner begins to inquirennto the law of baptifm, than 
all is obfeurity and uncertainty, both with regard to 
mode and fubje<51, until he avails himfelf of moral 
principles and analogical difquUltion. Yes, with re- 
ference to the facred flipper, be does not ib much as 
once recur to the ancient paichal inftitute, nor to any 
other abrogated jewifh rite, privilege, or immunity, 
to learn the eilential qualifications for it. He does 
not produce, that I remember, a fingle precept? pro- 
mife, or prophecy, from the writings of Mofes, of Da- 
vid, or of the Hebrew Seers irr following times, as 
ncceffary to fly>w, either in what manner^ or*to tobm^ 
the appointment fhould be adminiftered. No, keeping 
in mind his own excellent rule,*That as nothing fhould 

* be confidered as art eftablifbed principle of faith, 

* which is not in foipe part of Scripture delivered with 
^ perfpicuity ; fo that perfpicuity fhould be fought foy 

* principally where the point ija queftion is pro^ 

^ pjfedly handled * 5 ’ he wifely has recourfe to the in- 

^ Note on Morhice’s Social Relig, p, 368. 
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ftitution itfelf, and to Paul’s application of it, as fully 
tk^efmiimng the point without any foreign aid. But, 
When the baptifmal rite comes under his notice, he 
immediately employs the whole of his polemical ikill 
ill the application of moral principles and analogical 
reafonings, as unavoidably neceflary to determine both 
mode and fubjeft. Attended by thefe principles and 
mfonings, he takes a review of the Pentateuch, the 
Pl^ms, and the Prophecies ; where he finds ample 
evidence for Infant fprinkling. Surrounded by thefe, 
he ft^nds like a redoubtable hero, ‘ to confront, to break, 

* and to rout,’ every logical ‘ phalanx’ which dares to 
oppofe him : and it is on this very ground he imagines 
himfelf to have abfolutely fubverted our caufe. — Yes, 
reader, and an admirable ground it is, with reference 
to matters of a pofitive kind ! For, by a dexterous ap- 
plication of moral principles and of analogy, Infant 
iprinkllng and Infant communion, the unfcriptural 
rites of our Englifli Eftablilhment, and the multiplied 
pecdliarities of Roman Catholics, have been defended. 
The broad bafis of analogy being admitted as legiti- 
mate ground of argument, you may infer, from the fi- ^ 
Iimcc of the New Teftament, the lawfulnefs of incor- 
porating many principles and ceremonies peculiar to 
ancient Judaifm, with Chriftianity ; as fully appears 
by the condufl: of Papifts,ofProteftant Epifcogalians, 
and Py* W, himfelf. 
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CHAPTER V. 

0 ?i the Meaning of theeuaordsy Baptize, and Bap<^ 
TisM, as reprefented by Dr* JV* 

T hat the fubje£t before us is of ijnportancc, ndf 
opponent exprefsly acknowledges, when he fays; 

^ If it be an evident truth, that this ordinance is of 
‘ perpetual obligation, no fincere Chriftian can hefi- 
‘ tate a moment from inferring, that it is of fome im- 
‘ portal^ to know, how he may beji difcharge any 
‘ duty that relates to it. T o fay, that it is of no con- 
^ fcquence who is baptized, or immatesial how the rite 
^ is performed, without due examination^ is incompati- 
^ ble with Chriftian fincerUy* Whatever bears the 
^ ftamp of divine authority has an undifputed claim 
on our reverential regards — That ambiguous li- 

niitlng claufe, ^ without due examination,’ excepted, I 
luve here the pleafure of entirely agreeing with Dr. 
\V.; and It is on the principle of this declaration that 
our practice proceeds. 

Rcfpedling the ftatc of the controverfy between us 
and our Pajdobaptift Brethren, lie fpeaks as follows. 

^ We have no immediate controverfy vynth our bre- 
^ thren the Baptlfts, about their plunging or 
‘ any other mode of ufing water. Our principle, the 
^ confirmation of* which I am now engaged in, makes 
‘ no direft attaric upon practice of the Baptifts ;— 
‘ blit upon that fentiment which maintains, that the 
‘ prevailing praftice of their opponents in pouring or 
‘ fprinkling water on ‘the fubjeft, is a mere nullity. 
‘ Were their attack upon us about a practice which 
‘ they think lefs proper than their owm, yet not inva^ 
‘ lid and «?///, the ftate of the controverfy would be ef. 
Vol. I. 3. 
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* fcntiallyaltered — We are as much confining the 

*.term to either or both of the fpecific ac- 

* tions of fprinlcling or pouring as to that of dipping.’ 

He alfo quotes Mr. J)e CoVrcv as very politely 
laying ; ^ If Anabaptists were content with main- 
staining their particular mode, only as the favorite 
s BADGE OF THEIR PARTY, without infifting Oil it as 
s the elTence of thefacrameiit, our controverfy would be 
s inftantaneoufly at an end — I'o which I anfwer : 

It has generally been confidered as very provoking, 
for the minority of Chriftian profeffors in any country 
to declare that religious principle or praftice ejfentially 
wrongs which is approved by a large majority. So, 
for inftance, it would be much lefs olFenfive to Roman 
Catholics, were Proteftants who live among them to 
admit, that their mutilated communion at the holy ta- 
ble, th6ugh improper, ia not ejfentially defeiiive \ and 
to members ofe^the Englifh Efiabiifhment, were Pro- 
tcllant DilTenters to grant, that the National Church 
and its hierarchy, though not conformable to the pri- 
mitive pattern of New Teftament churches and their 
government, are not ejfentially wrong. Such conceffions 
mig|it have preferved them from odious names and 
charges, of a nature fimilar to thofe with which Mr. 
De Courcy has graced us. — That, in our opinion, 
immerljpn is effential to baptifin, is a fail; and thata- 
bout one half the profeffors of Chriftiuiity now in the 
wcfrld are of the fame opinion, has already appeared 
from the conceffions of our opponents. Why, then, 
fliould Dr. W. reprefent nine godly perfons out cf 
ten 1 , as denying immerfion to be efiential to the or- 
dinance ? Why ihould Mr. De Courcy denominate 
immerfion the < badtge of a party and why docs 
(bp boafted benevolence of my opponent propagate the 

. > yol. II. 2, 3.4» 7- t VoL I. 405. 
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opprobrious charge ? Or, if immerfion muji be fo de- 
nominated, how many badges of the Epifcopal party 
does Mr. De Courcy wear ? badges, of oaths, of fub- 
fc riptions, of profeffed aflent and confent, of canoni- 
rd veil merits, and fo on ; without which he could not 
.'.ppear as a minifter in.the Eftablifhment. Nay, are 
not the fign of the crofs and kncelin'g at the Lord's 
flipper, badges of indifpenfable neceffity, refpedling all 
thofe whom he baptizes, and all thofc whom he admits 
to partake at the holy table ? 

Before I proceed to the arguments and objeSions 
againft us, it may be expedient, in imitation of Dr. W 
to lay down a few axioms for our direfilon, while in- 
veftigating the mode and fubjeiff of baptifm. 

Axiom I. The law of baptifm is containedin the 
Ne w T eftament only. 

Axiom IL That law is mtelUgtble by common 
capicitifs. 

Axxom Iir. *As nothing fhouMbe coniidered as 

* an eflabliflial principle of faith, which is not in feme 

* part of Scripture delivered with perspicuity j fo 

* chat perfpicuity fhould be fought for principally 
^ where the point in quejiion is most PROFESSEDLY 

* HANDLED f..* 

None, I conceive, can reafonably difpute the pro- 
priety of thefc pofitions, as axioms in the prefgit cafe : 
and as to Dr. W., whether he approve of the firft and 
fccond of them, or not, he will fcarcely dare to rejed 
the lajl \ bccaufe it is, verbatim et literatim^ his own* 
Nor has he the leaft ground to complain that it is here 
mifapplied. For though he had, probably,, no thought 
of baptifm when he wrote it; yet, as it is an univer^ 

propofition, and was intended by him as an axiom 
of interpretation, its application here mull be juft. 

'-’1 i.- u I, 1,2. f No/e on Morrjc^’s Social Relig , p. • 
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Dn W, has well obferved, that * the queftion is 

* not about^ our Lord’s right to command, and our 
^ duty to obey, but about his meaning:’ and, that 
‘ terms of ambiguous iniport’^ are ‘ inaufpicious to this 

* controverfy Having produced a great number 
of pafliiges from the New Teftament, relative to bap- 
tifm, he fays ‘ Every one of thefe texts, feparately, 

* confidered in its proper conneifion, inuft^ have one 

* principal defign and detmninate meaning — A wife 
‘ legiflator will ufe one or the other fort [of generic, or 
‘ fpecific terms] according to the defign he has in view. 
‘ If he means to require of his fubjetSls the perform- 
‘ ance of a duty in a certain fpecijic 7nanner^ he will 
‘ employ fpecijic terms. Thus if our Lord’s defign 
^ had been, in the cafe before us, to enjoin the Chrillian 

* purification by water in the way of fprinkUng exclu^ 
^ftvely^ we fhould have had a word ronveying that idea ; 
‘ or perfufton ees^lufively^ the term would have been ac- 
‘ cording ly j or plunging cxcluftvely^ the expreflion 
‘ would have beenfuch as could agree, in the connexion 
‘ where found, with no other adlicn f.’ — On thefe ex- 
tradfs I would prefent the reader v/ith a remark or two. 

I'hat the quefllon between us relates to the fnean-- 
///^‘ofChrlft in his law of baptlfm, is extremely plain ; 
and that it is a queftion of great importance to the 
purity of a divine inftitute, is equally evident. I alfb 
agree with Dr. W. when he remarks® that words ^ of 
‘ ambiguous import are inaufpicious’ ft) this, or any o- 
ther controverfy. But it may be affirmed, that, were 
the enaSting terms of our Lord’s baptifmal flatute of 
ambiguous import, it would be much more inaufpici- 
ous to the peace and harmony of his difciples. This 
we confider as the ftrongeft preemptive evidence, 
that thofe commanding terms are not, in themfelves, of 

^ * Vol. II. 166. Vol.I. 16. t 'Vol. 1 . III. Vul. It. 36>. 
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dubious Import. — Nor can he cbiififtentjy deny this, 
while he maintains that ^ each text has one principal 
‘ (Icfign and DETERivtmATE meaning-,^ for he exprefs- 
iy applies that pofition to the law of baptifm, in Mat- 
thew the twenty-eighth and nineteenth ; and Mark 
the fixteenth, fifteenth and fixteenth'-, as much as to 
any other text produced by him If then the law of 
baptifm have one piincipal defign and determinate 
^ meaning,’ as he affirms, and we acknowledge*, that 
rneanin;! mufl be intelli^^iblc : for a meanin;r that is 
not intelligible, cannot be confidcred as determinate, 
Jj' our Lord^s defign kad been to enjoin sprinkling 
rxcLUsiVELY, we Jhould have had* a zvo)d conveying 
I bat idea, True : and if any credit be due to com- 
* jK^tent, unexceptionable»witnefres,’ whether Psedobap- 
tills or Qi^iakers, fat^Ti^ap would probably have been 
the legal term. For thus the very learned Salma- 
Sius : ‘ Baptifm is immerfton ; and was adminiftered, 
‘ in ancient times, according to the force and meaning 
‘ of the word. Now it is only rhantifrn^ or fprinkling ; 
^ not immerfon^ or dipping.’ Ikenius : ‘ Tffie Greek 
‘ word pai7rTi<rfAo^ denotes the imnierfion of a thing, 
‘ or a pel Ton, into foinething — Sprinklings in Greek, 

is denominated |IavTi(r/xoj, rhantifm,'* Sir John 
f LOYER : ‘ The-- .Greeks, as well as the Jcvi'S, ac- 
‘ knowledge three forts of purifications by wafhings : 
‘ the hnmerfion was called Aou(ri? j the wafhing of the 
‘ hands and feet j the afperfion pam Mr. 

D. Rogers: ^ None, ’of old, were wont tp be fprink- 
‘ led ; and I confefs ir^yfelf unconvinced by demonftratlon 
^ of Scripture for fprinkling— Tbhzt the mi- 

‘ nifter is to dip in water as the meeteft adl, the woi d 
‘ (ixTm^ca notes it. For the Greeks wanted not other. 

* Compare Vol. I. 103, 104. with p. iix. t Hijlory of 
Odd hathingy p. 5. 
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‘ words to exprefs any other aft befides dipping, if the 
inftitutlon could bearit.^ George Whitehead; 
^ Sprinkling infants, I deny to be baptifm, either in a 
‘ proper, or Scripture fenfe. For fprinkling is rhan^ 

* tifniy and not bapiifrn \ coming of i. e. afper-- 

^ gOy to fprinkle, or to befprinklc. Hcb. ix. ij, 19. 
^ compared with' Hcb. x. 22. 2ibefprinklingy 

< and Chap. xii. 24.. and i Pet. i. 2. But 

‘ IS to hapt I zfy. to plunge under water, to overwhehu 
‘ Wherefore 1 would not have thefe men ofFended at 
‘ the^word rhantiftiy it being as much Englifti as the 
‘ word baptiimP 'Fhomas Lawson : ^ Such as rhan-^ 
‘ tize^ or /prinklc infants, have no command from 
Chrift, nor example among the Apoftles, nor the firft 

* primitive Chriftians, for fo doing — As for fprhik^ 

* lingy the Greeks call it rlmntifnm — This linguifts 
^ cannot be ignorant of, that dipping and fprinkling 

* are exprefled by, fcvcral words, both in Latin, Greek, 
^and Hebrew. It is very evident, if fprinkling h:xiL 

* been of divine inftitutioa, the Greeks had their rhan^ 

* tifmi ; but as dipping was the inftitutlon, they ufccl 

* baptifms i fo maintained the purity and propriety of 
‘ the language 

Or ‘"PERFUSION EXCLUSIVELY, the term would 
have been accordingly* Admitted; and probably the 
enafting word would have been 7rp«(r- 

yiony or lome other fimilar term, that was familiar to 
the Evangelifts and Apoftles.— Or plunging ex- 
clusively, the exprejfion would have been fuch as 
Could agrccy in the conneSfion where foundy with no 
ether action*, If by the words, could agrecy our au- 
thor mean, thatitmuft have been fuch a term as could 
not poiSibly have been undeiftood of any other aftioii 
than immerfion, without making nonfenfe of the law, 

* l^ec PaeMap* Exam* VoU I. Chap.> ii. 
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his^ofition cannot be admitted. Becaufe, in many 
cafes a fenfe, by no means natural and common to a 
commanding word, may be annexed to it, fb as to be 
quite foreign from the Iegiflator*s defign ; without con- 
verting the enafting claufe into abfolute nonfenfe. 
This br. W. himfclf miifl: acknowlcclgc is frequently 
(lone, with regard to precepts^ to do£lrines, and to 
promifes. — But if by, could he mean that, in 
its proper^ obvious^ and mojl common acceptation, it 
could not be underftood of any other adtion than im- 
merfioii ; his pofition is granted, and maintained to be 
a fadl. That this may appear, let the following parti- 
culars be duly confidered. 

If it be lawful to adminifler the ordinance before us- 
by pouring or fprinkling,ieqaally as by immerfion ; it 
muft be becaufe that diverfity of adminiftration is 
warranted, cither by the command of our divine Law- 
giver, or by the practice of his Apoftles. But if fo,, 
U it not very furprifing that the facred Penmen of the 
New Teflrament, when recording precepts and fadts 
for our dircdlion in this affair, have never ufed a term, 
the natural primary meaning of v/hich is pouring, 
or fprinkling ? This is the more fiirprifing ?#;, in 
other cafes, apparently of much lefs confequence to the 
purity of divine worfhip, they frequently employ fuch 
words as are adapted to exprefs thofc ideas without any 
ambiguity. If* pourhig^ for inflrance, be a legitimate 
way of performing the rite, what can be the reafon that 
| 3 aXXw, xccrtyioa^ TFfiOir^io)^ 

(all which are found in the apoftoliq 
writings) is never ufed in the New Tellament, re- 
fpefting the adminiftraSon of baptifm ? Or, if fprink- 
ling be a proper mode of proceeding, how comes it 
that or fome other term of the 

fame fignification, does not appear in any command or 
M 5 pr eced ent 
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precidentj relating to the fabjecl of this controveify ? 
Why (hould thole Greek words I have juft mention- 
ed, ani all others of a fimilar ij^ieaning, (whether ufcd 
by Pagan daffies, or the Septiiagint tranflators) be ex- 
cluded from all precepts and examples of the inftitu- 
tion before us ; .while ( 3 « 7 ri(r/AflK, and pstTr- 

TKTjuo?, are appropriated to that fervice, if pouring or 
fprinkling had been at all intended by our Lord or 
praftifed by his Apoftles ? It muft not be fuppofed, 
as Jos. Placaeus has juftly obferved in another cafe, 
that this was done by infpired writers without defign^'; 
and, on our principles, the reafon is plain. .The great 
Legiflator /WWri that his followers ftiould be im- 
mersed, in the name of the Father^ and of the Son^ 
and of the Holy Spirit, In purfuance therefore of this 
defign, fuch words are ufed concerning the ordinance, 
as naturally and properly fignify that idea.— We have, 

I think, as much reafon to conclude that paTrri^w and 
focvri^u are terms of oppofite figiiifications, as that 
and TrspippxieYvpioy denote things for op- 
pofite ufes. The former of thefe names, it is well 
known, was applied by ancient Chriftians to the bap- 
font 5 becaufe candidates for communion were 
immerfed in it : the latter, it is equally clear, was ap- 
propriated by Pagan Greeks to the vefTcl which con- 
tained tljeir holy water ; becaufe thence the idolatrous 
priefts fprinkled the confecrated element upon each 
worfhipper +. What then would the lea^rned fay, were 
any one pretending to an acquaintance with Chriftian 
and Greek antiquities, defignedly to confound the two 
latter expreffions, as if they wefe convertible terms ? 
Be the juft cenfure what it mi^ht, I cannot help think- 
ing it is due to thofe who confound the two former, by 

# Opefa^Tom, IT. p. 267. f Suiceri Tuefaterus Ecckf, 
Tom; I. Pi 659. PoTTER’f Antra, of Greece^ VoLI. Chap. iv. 
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labouring to prove them equivalent, with regard to 
the ordinance before us. Though our Brethren main- 
tain the lawfulnefs of^^/rnw^and fprinkling^thty can- 
not produce one inftance from the ivine rubric of this 
inftitution, of any word being ufed which primarily 
and plainly exprefTes either of thofe aitions *. — ^Itinay 
here be remarked, tliat though the whole of this pa- 
ragraph be tranfcribed from Pi:edobaptifm Examined^ 
and though Dr. W. pretends to have given that work 
a full I’eply ; yet of this, and a multitude of other 
things that are equally argumentative, he has not con- 
defeended to take the leaft notice. But perhaps it might, 
be ‘out of tendernefs to his caufe.’ , 

It appears from the teftimonies of learned Psedo- 
baptifts in general, and .from thofe of the people call- 
ed Qiiakers, that immerfton is the radical, obvious, ef- 
tabliflied meaning of the term baptifm. Confequent- 
ly, that our Lord has actually ufed a word which, in its 
clafiical, primary, natural, and common acceptation, 
‘ cannot agree’ to any adlion befides that for which 
we plead.— To the numerous quotations, repefting 
this branch of the fubjeft, contained in P^rdohaptifm 
K.\a?nmed\^ I will here add the following, from two 
eminent Reformers. Luther, de Sacramento Bap-^ 
fays : ‘Nomen, baptifmus^ Graecum eft, Lafrne 
‘ poteft vertl, uierfto^ cum immergimus aliquid in a- 
‘ quam, ut totum tegatur aqua. Et quamvis illemos 
‘jam abole\^rit apud plerofque (neque enimtotos de- 
‘mergunt pueros, fed tantum paucula aqua perfun- 
‘ dunt) DEBEBANT tamen prorfus immergt^ et ftatimre- 
‘ trahi. Id enlm ethymologia nominis poftulare vide- 
‘ tur. Et Germani q\ioque baptifmum Tauff vocant, 

‘ a profunditate, quam TV^illi fua lingua vocant, quod 
‘ profunde demergi conveniat eos, qui baptizantui\ 

* Ticdohap. Exam. VoL I. p. 92* 93 - t VoL I. Chap. ji. 
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‘ Et (ane, fi fpeites quid baptiftnus fignificet, idem re- 

* quiri videbis. Hoc enim fignificat, ut vetus homo,et 
‘ nativitas noftra plena peccatis,^ quae ex came et fan- 
^ guine conftat, tota divinam gratiam dcmergatuiy 
‘ id quod copiofius indicabimus. Debcbat igitur modus 

* baptizandirefponderefignificationi baptifini utccrtum 

' ac pkiium ejus ederet fignum*/ — The fame German 
Reformer, in his Tranflation of the New Teftament, 
has rendered the Greek word by the Ger- 

man Taufen^ I'hus Matthew the third and firft, In 
thofe days canu John the Bapiijt : Ziider zeit kam 
Johannes der Tauffcr; in thofe days came John the 
DIPPER. So agai/i, verfe the fixteenth ; Jcfusy when 
he was bapU%ed^ gctaulft, tmmerfed^ went up Jiralghu 
^;ay out of the water f.— 'Fhus alfo one of our Englifh 
Reformers, Mr. W illiam Tyndale: ^Thtplung- 

* ing into the water figiiifieth that we die and are buried 

* with Chrift, as concerning the old life of fin, which 

* is Adam : and tlie pulling out again fignificth that we 

‘ r//^ again with Chrift in a new life J.'- — Nay, Sper- 
LiNGius will have to fignify mergitare^ 

feepius immergere §. 

It is equally evident that thofe ancient Chriliian 
writers, to whom the Greek language was vernacular, 
univerfally, as far as appears, uiiderlfood the word bap- 
tifm to mean hnmerfion^ and pruiftifed accordijigly. 
Nay, as Witsius has obferved l|, they •frequently ufe 
that ftrong expreffion xara^uo-K, ^ aF.fwering to 
' | 3 a 7 rTic*/ 40 ^, of which SuicERU.s has given anumber 
of inftances f , and to which a multitude of others 
might be added. But that means plung^^ 

I. Fol. 72. Witeberg. 1582. f In Mr. Rob- 
iNSONf’s nijiory of Baptifm, p. 442, 443* 4 fupray p. 443. 

§ De iBapdfno Ethniconm, Cap. 1. p. 3> 4* II OEcon. ta'J, 
I4. IV. Cap. xvi. § 13. Thejaur* Ecelcf, fub voce 
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ing^ plunging down^ wiB I prefume be readily granted. 
— Thefe things, it may be fuppofed, Dr. W. will not 
deny ; and they are v^ry important confiderations in 
our favour. ^ For, as the Greek is a dead language, 
and as the word before us is a daffical Greek term ; 
what better evidence, relative to its true meaning: in 
the New Teftament can we poflibly have, than that of 
its general daffical ufe confirmed by thofe Chriftian 
Fathers who fpake and wrote in the Greek language*? 
Wh^n, by whom, and in what inftance, has equal evi- 
dence of this kind, refpcifmg a New Teftament Greek 
term, been rejefted by learned men, without expofing 
them to the cenfure of prediJeftion for hypothcfis ? Or 
how is it poffible to fettle the meaning of any particu- 
lar word that is ufed by^thc Apoftles, if this evidence 
in our favour be difearded as incompetent ? 

That we fhould underftand the terms ufed by any wri- 
ter in their natural, primary, and obuious meaning, ex- 
cept where fome abllirdity would follow fuch a con- 
firuifion, is generally acknowledged by learned men ; 
of which I have produced abundant evidence relative to 
this very point, in my P (edobaptifm Examined f ; and 
which, though an article of fuch importance, Dr. W. in 
^ his full reply’ has quite overlooked. — Among many 
other teftimonies produced on this occafion, were the 
following. Anonymous: ‘Laws being di reded to the 

* unlearned, well as the learned, ought tol>e conft.ru- 

Dr. C amvrkll, when fpeaking of fuch terms as rarely oc- 
cur in the Greek I'cftiiment, fays : ‘ This is one of rhoh: cafes 
‘ wherein the interpretation given by the earlicft Greek Fatliers 

* deferves particular notice — ^There arc fo many advamageswhich 
‘ people have for difebvering the import of a term orphrafe in 
‘ their mother-tongue*, u'^ufual perhaps in writing, but current in 

* converfation, above thofe who ftudy a dead lai^gnage, folely by 

* the means of books extant in it, that no reafonable perfon can 

* queftion that fojnc deference is in fuch c^es due to their autho- 

‘rity.’ Four Vol. I. DiflTertat, IV. § 8, f 

dohap. Exam* Vol. I. p. 70 — 74. 
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* §d in their mof obvious meaning, and not explained a- 

* way by fubtle diftin<Si:ions ; and no law is to fufFer a 

* figurative interpretation, wh^re the proper fenfe of 

* the words is as commodious, and equally fitted to the 
^ fubjeft of the ftatiite.’ — ^Dr. Sherlock : ‘ When 

* the words of t}\c law arc capable of different fenfes, 

* and reafon is for one fcnfc, and the other fenfe 

* againft reafon, there it is fit that a plain and necef- 
‘ fary reafon fhould expound the law. But when the 
‘ law is not capable of fuch diffl.rent fenfes, or there is 
^ no fuch reafon as makes one fenfe abfiird, and the o- 
‘ ther neceffary ; the law miifl: be expounded according 
‘ to the moji^plain and obvious fignification of the words, 

‘ though it Jhould condemn that which we think there 

< may be feme reafon for^ or at leaft no reafon againft ; 

< for otherwife it is an eafy matter to expound away 

‘ all the laws of God/ — Bp. Taylor : ^ In all things 
t where the precept is given in the proper ftile of laws, 
c ^he that takes the firji fenfe is the likelieft to be 

* well guided — In the interpretation of the laws of 
‘ Chrift, tiiQjlriSi fenfe is to be followed/ — ^Dr. Jo- 
NATH. Edwards : ^ In words which arc capable 
‘ of tvyo fenfes, the natural and proper is ’ the pri- 
^ mary : and therefore ought^ in the firft place and 

* chiefly, to be regarded.’ — V itringa ; ‘ This is ac- 

* counted by all a conftant and undoubted rule of ap- 

* proved interpretation ; That the ordinary and moji 
^ ufual fignification of words muft not be cteferted, ex- 
^ cept for fuiHcient reafons.’ — ^Dr. Waterland: 

^ Since words are defigned to convey fome meaning, if 
‘ we take the liberty of playing upon words ^after the 
^ meaning is fixed and certain, there can be no fecuri- 

* ty againft equivocation and wile, in any laws, —or any 
‘ engagements whatever. All the ends and ufesoffpeech 
< will hereby be prevented/~To v/hich I will add the 

following* 
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following tcftimonies rfijiative to the fame fubjefl:. Bp. 
Taylor : ^ We are [not] blindly to aim at fome fe- 
‘ cret intention of the^lawgiver ; for the intention of a 
^ man is to be judged by his words^ and not the words 
‘ by his intention — When the firft fenfe of the words 
‘ infers any abfurdity, contradidtion, or unreafonable- 
‘ nefs, the mind of the lawgiver is to be fuppofed to be 
‘ otherwife, and the words are not to be adhered unto 
‘ — If the intention be gathered by circumftances, by 
‘ comparing of laws, by the matter, and by appen- 
^ dages, and yet but obfcurely, the \/ords arc rather to 
® be chofen than the obfeure intention. The reafon 
^ is, becaufe words arc the firft and principal fign of 
‘ the intention, and therefore ever to be preferred; and 
‘ voe are to feck no other^ but when by accident thefe are 
‘ HiNDRED TO SIGNIFY. When the intention and the 
^ words do differ, by what means foever the intention 
‘ can rightly be found out, that mulj be flood to — Bu^ 
^ when in refpeft of the obfeurity on all hands the cafe 
^ is indifferent, we muft ftand to the \vords ; for there 
^ is equity* in that, that what is firft in cvxry kind 
‘ fhould be preferred, and be the meafare of the reft, 

‘ Add to this, that unlefs it be manifeji that the words 
^ do not reprefent the intention of the lawgiver, the 
‘ confcience of the fubjeft is to obey the words of the 
i law— When a word, in law, fignifics ma.ny things 
‘ by proportion and analogy, but is the principal, 
* we muft:, ftand to that principal"^' — Dr. Owen ; 
‘On fuppofition that fome fuch inftance [of ufing 
‘ a Greek prepofition] might be produced, yet being 
‘ contrary to the conftant ufe of the word, feme cogent 
‘ reafon from the teXt wherein it is ufed, or the thing 
‘ treated of, muft be urged, *to give that fenfe admit- 
‘ ance : and nothing of that nature is, or can be here 

Dua.DubitaTit, B. III. Chsp. vi. p. 7 - 3 > 7^4* 

‘ pleaded 
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* pleaded urrettinus : * It is acknowledged 

^ fay all, that we flioidd never depart from the proper 
‘ and native fignificatioil of vwords, except for the 
' weightieft and moft urgent realbns f-’ — ^Dr. Cum- 
‘ MING : ‘ When God condefeends to give us a reve- 

* lation it becomes^us to fubmit to it. Nor can they be 
^ freed from the guilt of facrilege, who wreft his 

* words from their moji natural^ mojl obvious^ and rnoji 

* common fenfr^ to a meaning more agreeable to their 
‘ own prejudicate opimons — ^])r. Benson : ‘ What 
‘ can be more abl'urd than to imagine that the doc- 

* trines, or rules of pradticc, which relate to men's e- 
‘ vcrlaftii^g falvatioft, fliould be delivered in fnch arn- 
‘ biguous terms, as to be capable of many meanings 
—In addition to v/hich, 1 will* again produce the fol- 
lov/ing declaration from our warm opponent, Mr. 
Pirie: ‘ Law requires words and phrafes of the imji 

* afeertained and uhequivccal fenfei * — now appeal to 
the reader^ Whether our condudl and courfc of argu- 
ment, relative to thole cna<Sting terms, Pa 7 rn^w> and 

be not perfet^fly agreeable to the fpirit of 
thefe quotations ? For, as to any ahfnrdity attending 
our Icnfe of thofe difputed words, none is pretejided. 

Let us now fee whether forne of Dr* W.’s own af- 
fcrtions do not corroborate our view of the cafe. 
When the meaning of fSaorTco and jSaTryi^w is under 
his confideration, he fays i ‘ It is uni verfally agreed upoa 
‘ among the learned, that thefe words arc, etymologi- 

* cally,or according to the radical^ primary^ and proper 

* meaning, juftly rendered by the wqrds tingo or mergo ; 

‘ to tinge or plunge 1|.^ He tellyus, ‘Juft criticifm 
‘ requires, that fimilar renderings fhould be given to 

Exf>qfit, Htb. Vol. I. p. 41 . Sec alio p. 9 1 f De Satisfa^t.. 
C^rj^/,Par 8 J Grounds of Prefent Differences among 

London Miniftersy'^. 79. § In IVIr. IIobinson’s Hijiory of 

3 . 1 * Nou* jj VoJ. II. 30. 
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‘ firiiilar phrafei' in the ihnic conneciion and that it is 
^ not fair, nor a^^rceahle to the juft rules of criticifm, 

^ to interpret the words of an author al!ufi\ el v, itnpro- 
^ perly, and metaphorirr.l!}'. except when plain necef- 

* fity urges Rcjc-.'iing our view of the baptifmal 
commiftion, a? recorded by Matthew, he afks ; ^Docs 
' not fuch an interpretatioti militate cgaiiift the plain 

* and natural uffi of terms, and bid defiance to the 

< force of language He qaotes Mr. ‘B axter with 

approbation, when exprefiing himfclf thus : ‘ It is ge- 
‘ nerally agreed, that the mo /I common nfe of tlic word 

* /jofyy if not the only [one,] — is, to fignifyathing fe- 
‘ parated to God — This therefore being the proper 

* fenfe and ordinary ufe of the woVd, 1 take myfelf 
ROUND to receive it as the meaning here, till I 

* know more reafon tti the contrary J.' Relative 

to the fame particular, and with equal approba- 
tion, he produces tJie following words from Dn 
Whitby: ^ The word ufed for a tajlari by this A- 
^ poftk being and the word being the 

* proper word for a legitimate offspring, had the A- 

* poftle Intended fuch a fenfe [as not only we, but a 
‘ number of Pajdobapti fts approve,] he would have ufed 
‘ ihe words, which in the Greek writers are «ene* 
‘ RALLY ufed in that ferfed Upon which Dr. W. 
thus remarks ; ‘ Thefe quotations are inferted — for 
^ the reafons a^id grounds by which their inttftpretation 
‘ is fupporte^d §.’ — Speaking of prepofitionsy my oppo- 
nent fays: Tt is v/cll known that in whatever Ian- 
‘ guage prepolitions are ufed, they have no fmall in- 
‘ fluence in determining the meaning of thofe words 
‘with which they ai\ connefled; and in. many cafes 
‘ are quite decifive 1|;’ nay, he* charges me with play- 

Vol. L 166. Vci JI. 146. f Vol.I. 323. + Vol. !• 
§ Vol.I 376. 11 Vol. II. 54. 
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ing « upon the various acceptations of an Englifli par- 
‘tide*.’ — Once more: When animadverting on the 
mifapplication of learning to the affairs of religion, and 
onthatfupercilious contempt with which Socinians fre- 
quently treat the humble follower of Chrift, he fays : 

‘ Yes, if he lives by faith, his religion is irrational^ 

‘ and if he fubmits his underffanding implicitly to the 
‘ plain d^cifions of Revelation, rejecting novtf far- 
‘ FETCHED criticifns^ he is an incorrigible bigoted 

Here, then, our author maintains, That the radical 
and primary meaning ofthc wordinqueftion, is to tinge 
(that is, to dye) or plunge — That fimilar renderings 
fliould be given to fimilar in the fame connec- 
tion — That we are to confider ourfelves as hound to 
underftand fcriptural terms in their proper fenfe, and 
ordinary ufe — That wc ftioulJ not defert the plain^ the 
natural^ and the emphatical ufc of words, when inter- 
preting the baptifina! ftatute— That, had an infpired 
writer intended to convey an idea which is not natural 
and common to the words employed, he v/ould have 
ufed fiich terms as are generally found in the Greek 
authors to exprefs that idea — And, that far-^fetched 
criticifms are to be rejected, though we Ihould be 
accounted iiicorrigible bigots for fo doing, — I now ap- 
peal to the reader — nay, 1 may venture an appeal to 
all the wqrld, Whether it be not on thefe premifes that 
we proceed, in proof of immerfion being effential to 
baptifm ; and whether thefe data do not necefiarily 
infer our concluffon ? 

But there is another particular in the preceding ex- 
tradls which deferves our notice^ and it is this : Pre-^ 
pofttions have no fmall influence in deter?nining the mean- 
ing of words ; and^ in many cafes^ are quite dcciftve. 
Granted : and hence we infer, that the word baptize^ 
♦ Vul. J. 394. t Morricl’s Social RcUg. I’rcf. p. iv. 
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as iifed by the Evangelilb and Apoflles, muft fjgaify 
to hnmerjc. For, when connc^t:d by them with any 
prepofition, it is always, if J miftaice not, either or 
is, if I have Vighdy obferved, ull*j fourteen 
liuics in conncclion with and twelve times in 
connection with f. Now that the natural, molt 
obvious, and moft common fignificlliion of the parti- 
cle ipy is /,* 7 , Dr. W., I preiiime, will not deny. Re- 
fpciling which particle Mr. James Hervey, when 
aclJrefJing Mr. J. Wesley, fays : ‘ I am ready to 
^ grant, thatplaces may be found where the prepofition 
‘ £1^ mull be unclerftood according toyourfejife ; [that is, 
‘ 7vit/?.] But then every one knows that this is not the 

* native, obvious, literal meaning : rather a meaning 

< fwayed, influenced, moulded by the preceding or fol- 

* lowing word — He wifi not allow the Greek prcpofi- 

< tion £1/ to fignify itt j though I can prove it to have 

‘ been in peaceable polTeflion of thjs fignification for 
‘ more than two thoufand years if/ — It is equally clear, 
and will be acknowledged with equal readinefs by 
learned men, that the natural, proper, and moll ufual 
acceptation of the prepofition is into . Nor, with 
regard to baptifm, Ihould my opponent difpute this, 
whatever others may do. For, fo completely fetisfied 
is he of this particle fignifying when connedled 
with that he corrects our common Verfioii 

of the baptifntal llatute, as recorded by Matthew, read- 
ing the woiids thus : Baptizing them^ ‘ bi; ovofxoiy into 
^the name of Father, Son and Spirit — Now, as the 

■* Seethe fol lowing pruTaijcs in the Greek Tcftanicnr;lMaf’. iii. 
6, 11. IVIiirk i. 4,:;, fi\Lukc iii. i6. Johr* i. 26, ^1, 3?. iii* 
23. A6ts i. 5. xi. i6. t Matt, xvviii. nj. Mark i. 9. 
Ad ^ xl :. 5, Jtom. vi. J XJor. i. 13. Jf. x*’* 

13. Gal. ill. 27. X Ltfurs toMr. 26,3:2. 

§ Vol. J. ijg. 

prcpolition 
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prepofition in the very law of baptifni, is‘ uiain- 
.tained by Dr. W. to retain its native, proper, and 
moft common acceptation, into ; what more jieccirary, 
than to take it in the fame fenfc whenever it is ufed in 
connection with any branch of the term ex- 

cept there fliould be an inflance wliere fiich a cou- 
ftruclion would infer fome evident abiurdity ? 'I'his 
is quite agreeable to his own rule, when he fivs : ‘ j ci 

* criticifin requires, that finiilar renderings fliould be 

* given to ftmllar phrafes in the fame connexion 

I will here, with fome little addition, tranferibe a 
few lines from P eedohaptijm f.xamined^\iCi\eiS\ Dr.W., 
after his ufual manner in his ^ full reply,’ has quite 
overlooked. ‘ The* word [ix'rrTi^<c is connedled with 
fuch particles (ty and f,;) as forbid our concluding 
that either ivafj, pour^ oxfprinkk^ is a proper fubftitutc 
for it. The ibrm of exprelEon adopted by Evangt?* 
lifts and Apollies is always, if 1 miftake not, baprii- 
ing in, or inU fomeftilng. Thus, for example, or 
Hi, IN, or INTO fordunfi Emn^ 

IN ibi Hofy Spirk fif, INTO tii tunm of the Fa^ 
tber — INTO the name of Paul— wro my own name 
•— INTO what were ye baptized ? — INTO John s bap-- 
tifm — i#NTO Mofes — into Chrijl — into his death— 
INTO death §, Ek, connefted with jSccTrrt^nify can- 
not be rendered tOy or toward j becaufe it would be 
abfurd to fajr, John baptized tOy or toward Jordan. Nor,, 
in regard to this affair, can tv be tranflate^ withy or 
hy '\ becaufe it would be extremely awkward to fay, 
John baptized withy or by Jordan. jBefides, fj;, which 
is ufed of the fame adminiftration, cannot witlxout the 
ftrongeft impropriety be fo rendered. Baptififi, there-- 

• Vol. f, 1 66. f Matt. iii. 6. Mark I. 9. t Matt, 
iii. II. Joh. iii. Mark i. 8 . § Matt, xxviii. 19- i Cor. 

i. A6ts xix. 3. J Cor. x, 2. Gal. iii. 27* Rom. vi. 
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fore, being reprefented as performed />, or into fome- 
thing, muft be immerfion : for perfons cannot be fprink-. 
led or poured into water, though they may be dipped, 
immerfed, plunged int6 it. And as it would be abfurd 
to fpeak of a perfon being poured in water ; fo neither 
is it common for us to reprefent any one, as either 
waflied, or fprinkicd, /«, but rather with^ water.-— 
That the ancient ecclefiaftical Greek authors, who 
muft be allowed to underftand their own language, 
and certainly praftifed immerfion; both underftood 
and ufed the prepofitions under confideration, with re* 
ference to baptifin, in the fenfe for which I plead, is, 
from their own writings*, inconteftable. This, it 
muft be acknowledged, is a very ftrong ‘evidence in 
our favour. 

Similar render ingi^ould he given to fimilar phrafes 
in the fame connexion. Admitted ; except there be a 
cogent reafon to the contrary. On this very account 
however, Dr. W. ought by no means to approve our 
common Verfion of Matthew the third and eleventh, 
compared with the fixth verfe of the fame Chapter. 
Becaufe, in the former of thofe verfes, the particle tv 
is warped from its native fignification, and repeatedly 
tranflated vaith \ but in the latter, it is permittetJ to re- 
tain its proper meaning, and is rendered /w — in "Jor^ 
dan .f— -In confirmation of thjs remark, I will pre- 
fent my reader with a new verfion of the paffage, and 
a critical Note upon it, by an eminent writer and a 
firft-rate critic. 


* Vide Conflitut, ApoftoU L. II. Cap. it. L. TIL Cap. xvi, 
xvii. L VI. Cap. XV, «xi\i. Canon, Apoft, Can. L. Bevrreg* 
Antiotat, inloc. Clem. Alexano. Stromal. T.. II. p. 277. Liigd. 
Bat. i6i6. Cyril. Hiebosoi . Gatecbef. Myfiag. 11. § 4. Oxon. 
17C3 Basili! Magni Opera^ Tom. I. p. 4**»4^7» 
Tom. II. p. 321, 322, 390. Paris. 16 as. f 
Exam. Vol. I. p. lox.Note, 

Thus, 
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Thus, then, Dr. George Campbell: ^1 indeed 

* baptize you in water— He will baptize you in the 
‘ Holy Spirit and fire. Vulgate, aqua — in Spiritu 
‘ Sando. Thus alio the Syiiacond other ancient in.t 
‘ terpreters. All the modern tranllators from the Greek 
‘ which I have feen, render the words as our com- 
‘ mon Verfion dQ^:s, except Le Clerc, who fays; 

‘ dans I’eau — dans k Saint Efprit. I am forry to ob- 
‘ ferve that the Popifh tranllators from the Vulgate 
‘ have Ihown greater veneration for the ftyle of that 
‘ Verfion, than the generality of Proteftant tranllators 

■<havefliown for that of the original. For in this 
‘ the Latin is not more explicit than the Greek. Yet 

* fo inconfiftent are the tranllators laft mentioned, that 

* none of them have fcrupled to render iv ra lofSocvy 

* in verfe the fixth, in Jordan { liiough nothing can be 
‘ plainer than that if there can be any incongruity in the 

* expreffion in water, this in Jordan mull be equally 

* incongruous. B’at they have feen that the prepofi- 
« tion in could not be avoided there without adopting 
‘ a circumlocution, and faying with the water ofjor- 

* dan •, which would have made their deviation from the 

« text TOO glaring. The word both in 

‘ facre4Writers and claflical ilgnifies to dip, to plunge, 

‘ toimmerfei and was rendered by Tertullian, the 

* oldeft of the Latin Fathers, thigere, the term ufed 
‘ for dyeing cloth ; which was by immerfion. It is al- 
‘ ways conftrued fuitably to this ineaning. Thus it 
» is » iioors, tv Tw lofSosvn. But I Ihould not lay much 
‘ ftrefs on the prcpofition ev, which anfwering to the 

* Heb. 3 may denote with, as well as in, did not the 
‘ whole phrafeology, in regard to ftis ceremony, con- 
« cur in evincing tire fame thing. Accordingly the 
‘-baptized. are faid ocvo^etnuv, to arife, emerge, or af- 
‘ tend, verfe the lixteenth, otno tov iSotroa and, Adis 

1 ‘ the 
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^ the eighth and thirty-ninth^ f,t tou froin^ or 

^ out of the water. When therefore the Greek word 
‘ is adopted^ I may fay, rather than tranjlated into mo- 
‘ dcrn languages, the mode oj conftruSlion ought to be 
‘ prefcrved^ as far as may conduce to fuggeji its ORi- 
^ CINAL IMPORT. It IS to be regretted that lue have 
^ so MUCH EVIDENCE that even good and learned men 
^ allow their judgments to he warped by THE sen- 
‘timents and customs of the sect which 

‘ THEY PREFER. ThE TRUE PARTIZAN, OF WHAT- 
« EVER DENOMINATION, ALWAYS INCLINES ' TO 
^ CORRECT THE DICTION OF THE SpiRIT BY THAT 
‘ OF THE PARTY — I'hus that learned tranflator, 
and very eminent Paedobaptlft critiq. 

But what would Dr. W. have faid, had I, on the 
fame ground, and to an equal degree, cenfured the con- 
duct of modern tranflators ? lie would certainly have 
exclaimed, Bigotry ! bigotry ! Line of bigotry ! Nay,, 
jRiould he again ‘ fhow his opinion;’, and, as before, 

‘ anfwer’ only a very finall fliare of ‘ his part he may 
perhaps with his ufiial heroifin, ‘ confront, break, and 
^ rout’ this critical < phalanx.’ Nor would there be 
the leaft reafon to wonder, were he to reprefent the 
Principal of the Marcfchal College at Aberdeen, as 
violently ‘ enamoured and tempted’ with fome topic 
or other, in order to account for fuch language pro- 
ceeding from the pen of a Paedobaptlft. Or, if he were 
not difpofed to make that fingular excufe for him, as 
he has done fpr others, the Principal 'would have rea- 
fon to admire his forbearance, were he not laid under 
the imputation of ^fcreiving* 2 l pofitive rite ‘ in the 
‘ vice of bigotry.’ I tteed not inform the reader, how 
keenly the poor Baptiivs have fmarted under the hand 

* Tranjlation of the Four Gofpelsy at Matt. iv. x i. and Note on 
the place. - 
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of'^y opponent, for fuppofed faults, in the eye of can- 
dom' and impartiality, much lefs atrocious. Confe- 
qjifently, were the Doftor to efcape a fevere flogging, 
itmuft be afcribed to his being a Pteddbaptiji^ 

But, notwithftanding the preceding principles of 
reafoning, which, on certain occafions, are adopted 
by Dr. W. a»d naturally infer our conclufion ; he 
endeayours to evade the necelTary confequence by 
various modes of proceeding; the principal of which 
I fliall now confider. 

He appeals, for inflrance, to the authority of Dr. 
Owen, who tell us ; ‘ doth not fignify 

♦ properly to dip or plukge^f ox that in Greek 

^ and — ^It no where fignifies to dip^ but as 

* a mode of, and in order to wafhing to which Dr. 
W. adds, • wetting, dying K* But hoW, then, could 
my opponent fey, in the very next page ; ‘ It is 

• univerfaliy agreed upon among the learned, that thcfe 

< words [fiuTTTU and are, etymologically, 

• or according to thtradicalyprimary zni proper mean- 
‘ ing, juftly rendered by the wor^, tingOj or mergo ; 
^ to tinge [that is, to rfye,] or plunge Befides, I 
appeal to the learned whether Dr. O3VEN might 
not 9s well have afierted, That mergo does not pro- 
perty fignify to dip^ or plunge \ for that, in Latin, is 
immrgo ? Nay, does not the Do£lor himfelf in the 
fame Difcourfe acknowledge, that * the original and 
« fignification of the word imports, to dip^ 

< to plunge^ to dye^ to wajhy to cleanfeV and has not 
Dr. W. quoted the very paflage f ?— But it no where 
fignifies to dip^ except as ' a m^e of, and in order to 
^^wafhing, wetting, dyeing/ It y mdeed natural enough 
to foppofe, that when the a(5 of dipping is performed 
by a perfon who is compos mentis^ it is in order to 

^ V. n. 29. t V. II. 90. 
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fomething or other: either, for example, todifcharge 
a duty, or to obtain a benefit ; to make an experi- 
ment, or for amufement. So we may fay of 
it nowhere fignifies to fprinkle^ except as a mode of, 
and in order to^ wetting, ftaining with fpots, or ibme- 
thing elfe. Nay, it may be aflerted of our Englifh 
term dipy that it nowhere fignifies /o immerfe, ex- 
cept as a mode of, and in order tOy dyeing, wafhing, 
wetting, or forae other purpofe. But will this prove 
that the former term does not properly fignify to fprin^ 
kUy or the latter to immerfe ? Is it not foreign to 
the fubjeA, and mere trifling ? — W. adds ; 

* What I deny is, that the principal end or dejign 
‘ conveyed by the word is to immerfe*.’ » But here 
my opponent either miflakes the queftion, or elfe ht 
artfully confounds it one that is very different. 
The word baptizey in this difpute, denotes an aMion re- 
quired by divine law:and the fimple queftion is, What /r 
that aiflion? Is it immerfion, or pouri!hg,orfprinkling? 
Not, What is the principal end or defi^n of that 
aftion ? Be the aSion itfelf, and the defign of it, 
whatever they may, they certainly are different things, 
and muft be fo confidered. 

‘ 7'he word tingo\ our author fays, ‘ whict^cor- 
f refponds with the primary meaning of baptizey is a 

* generic term ; that is, the radical, primary meaning 

‘ of it is;, not any fpecific aft, as to immerfe, to 
‘ fprinkle, or the like ; bat to effeft: the purpofe, or 
‘ to produce of being dyed, ftained, wetted, and 

‘ fo on, by any way whatevery as may beft anfwer the 
‘ end in view.’ He adds, in a Note \ ^ Itis obfervable^ 
^ that the beft Latin \riters both ancient and modern, 

‘ ufe the words tingo and .baptizo promifeuoufly, 

^ in preference to the Chriftian ordinance f* ^ 

♦ VoL II. 20. t 31. 

N TbJt 
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That Latin authors ufc the word tlngo as anfwcr- 
ingtothe term haptlzo^ is acknowledged : but that the 
naturM’, proper^ and moft common acceptation of tingoy 
is to dye^ or dlp^ none but thofe who have fome 
hypothefis to ferve will deny. As tingo is, if I may 
jio call it, a dyer^s word ; and as in the dyeing' of 
wool, of cloth, and fo on, the material to be coloured 
is always put into the tinging liquid, or dipped in it ; 
what more natural or proper than to confider the 
verb as meaning to dip^ except when ufed in an al- 
lufive fenfe, as it apparently is in thofe paflages of 
the Roman poets to which Dr. W. refers ? Were 
the paflages to which he appeals a proof of his point, 
he might eafily make it appear from our Engliflt 
dallies, and efpeqially the poets, that dip and bathe 
are generic terms, and that they fignify to fprinklc^ 
as well as to immerfe^ and to go under the wati r*. 
Nay, my opponent himfelf acknowledges, ‘ That 
^ among dyers, \Vafltcrs, and fo on, the mojl ufual 
‘ mode of effecting [wetting or dyeing] putting 
* in the thing to be impregnated with the moifture 
‘ and the different hue — 'Dyeing, as an art,’ fays he, 
‘ is ufually (though not neceflarily) performed by the 
‘ mea^s or mode of dipping f.’ But why thofe ex- 
preffions, ‘ moft ufually — ufually, not neceflarily ?’ Is 
hq acquainted with any pradlitioncr in the dyeing art, 
who dyes -wool, cloth, filk, or ajiy other article, by 
pouring or fprinkling the colouring liquid upon it ? 
Or has he heard of any approved waftier-woman, 
who fometimes performs her bufinefs to the fatisfac- 
tipn of her employers, by merely or fprinkling 
a very fmall quiuitity of purifying liquid on, the linen 

See Titdobap. Exam. Vol. I. 121-- 125. f Voh IL 

;0, .146, 


put 
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put into her hands ? Have not our biblical tranflators 
very juftly reprefented Him who is the King of kings 
and Lord of lords^ as clothed with a vcjlure 

dipped Are not the words of 
Basil the language of ftriif propriety, when he 
fpeaks of to tv (ixf/.ijt.oi.'n y laiia 

tinfturae immerfa, wool baptized^ iMmerfed^ dipped i>t 
the dye f ? — ^Nothing is more common than to fpeak 
of dyeing under the notion of dippings even when the 
latter of thofe words is ufed in an allufive fenfe. 
Thus, for inftance, Mr. Henry : ‘ Your fins have 
* been as fcarlet and crimfon, a deep dye, a double 
dyo — ye have been often dipped-^ by your many 
backflidings, into fin — ye have lain foaking in it, 
'as the cloth in the fcarlet dye %.* Mr. Char nock: 
Aus : ‘ Cuftom dips men in as durable a dye, as 
‘ nature — Whatever fignificancy believing works 
‘ have, is from the tincture th(jy receive from die 
^ blood of this facrifice, wherein faith dips them, 
^ as being faith in the blood of Chrift §.’ — But 
never, furely^ was the term tinged^ of which Dr. 
W. is extremely fond, ufed in a more extraordinary 
manner, than when, fpeaking of perfons being ad- 
mitted into the vifible church of Chrift, he reprefents 
it as being effefted, ‘ by having pure water poured 
‘ on them, whereby they were tinged, wajhed^ or 
‘ ceremonially purified || !' Our author mull, cer- 
tainly, be goffefled of fomething more than the dyer’s 
art, if he on both tin^e and purify^ by the fingle aft 

^ Rev. xix. 13. De Beiptifmoy L- 1 . C. i. In the faniff 
place he alfb fpeaks Sif iron intended to he made red-hot> 
being t§; immerfum igni, baptized, im- 
mersed in the fire. J: On llaiah i. i8. § p. 462. 

hrft Edit. Vol. II. p. 57^* fccond Edit. H VoL IX. 136^ 
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of pouringj^/r vater. But, in his own language, I 
will fay ; ‘ Let him, for me, indulge the fancy, and 

* enjoy the profits of his latent myftery.’ — ^In 

oppofition, however, to all my opponent fays, refpeft- 
ing this particular, I appeal not only to the native and 
common ufe of tjie words tlngo^ and ; but 

alfototheauthority of that eminent critic Dr.GEORGE 
Campbell, as before quoted. ‘The word pacTrri^siuy* 
Ikys he, ‘ both in Sacred writers and claffical, figni- 

* fies to dip<t to plunge.^ to immerfe ; and was reiv» 

* dered by T ertullian, the oldeft of the LatinFa- 
^ thers, tingerej the term ufed for dyeing cloth, which 
‘ was by vjvnerforu* 

Dr. W., fenfiblc that the etymological and claffical 
fenfe of the word in queftipn is againft him, en^ 
deavours to evade the force of our arguments by 
diftinguifliing between its philological and legal ac- 
ceptation. Thus*, he fpeaks : ‘ There is an ini- 
‘ portant difference between A primary philological 
‘ or etymological, and a primary legal fenfe, of 
‘ terms ; founded on this ground, That terms ac- 
‘ quire different acceptations according to the pofi* 
‘ tions in which they ftand f*’ This obfervation is 
applied to the verb jtcaS’Tjrfvw- ^ primary — Jl primary. 
But are there many primary fenfes, either philological 
or legal, belonging to the fame term ? — He further 
fays : ‘ The immediate queftion is not^ What is the 
‘ radical, primary, and proper meaning qf the word, 

‘ baptifoy in a philological or etymological fenfe ; but, 

‘ Whether the legal, the ceremonial or facra- 
‘ mental fenfe of the word excludes, abfolutely ex^ 

‘ cludesy every other idea but immerfion ?— It is not 
‘ neceflary — that the primary philological or etymo- 
‘ logical fenfe of thefe terms [^xnri^uv and (Sair- 


Vol. IL 109. 


t Vol. 1 . 317. 
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‘ fliould be the legal one — The real legif^ 

* la five aiid facr amenta! force of the term [^baptize'] 

^ is of a general nature^ and by no means confined 
‘ to one fpecific adfiftn He /peaks to the fame 
effjft in many other places f ; in an Aver to which, 
the following particulars are propofed for confidera- 
tion. • 

The queftion before us is not fairly ftisted. For 
th6 immediate fubjedf of enquiry is not, Whethex 
the legaly ccremontaly or facramental fenfe of the word 
BAPTISM ahjolutely excludes every other idea befde^ 
immerfion ? But, What is the real meaning of the 
word BAPTISM? And, Whether the native^ pri^ 
inaryy and ordinary acceptation of t 1 ?e tertn be retained 
in the haptifmal Jlatute? — Mr. Elliot, and fomc 
others among our oppofers, would have the queftion 
ftated thus: Has the word ^xirri^oo ‘ always that 
‘ fejife [immerfion] and no other ? for elfe it proves 

* nothing againft us j — efpecially if*this be not its con^ 

^ Jlant meaning throughout the Scripture J.’ Juft fo, 
an author who wrote againft the cverlafting duration 
of infernal punifliment. ‘ The queftion, faid he, ‘ is, 
‘ Whether the terms eternity y and for every ought AL- 
^ WAYS to fignify a duration without end ?' To this 
Mr. Horbery replies j ‘ Which, with fubmiflSon, is. 
‘ not the queftion at all. What words fignify always^ 
‘ or are ufed qlways in the whole extent oi fatvY mean- 
^ ing ? Not not alVief, nor abxyxroe^ in 

* Greek \ nor the words that anfwer to them in other 
^ languages. The queftion therefore is, Whether the 
^ words fignify duration luithout endy not always y but 
‘ in the particular fubje£l before us§?’ 

* Vol. II. 5,6,8, 9,68. f Vol. ir. 113, 141, 164, 165, 
361, 367, ^68. J In Dr. W. Vol. II. 126. § Jmjuirj 

into DMraUort of future Puvijhmnii^ p. 247, 248, Note. 
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It is not necefjary that the primary philologicet or 
etymological fenfe of the word Jhoiild be the legal one^ 
TTruej our divine Lavi^giver wa^ completely at liber- 
ty to exprefs himfelfj in the enacting terms of his own 
law, juft as he pleafed. But, being fuprcmcly wife 
and good, and int/^nding to be obeyed ; it was necef- 
fury he (hould fo exprefs hiinfelf as to be underjiood^hy 
thofe for whom the law was defigned. Now, for that 
purpofe, what more fuitable to his legiflative charafter, 
than to confider him as ufing thofe enadling terms, 
fj(,e6^Yirs\JCd and in that fignification which 

was moft natural and common to them among the 
Greeks, in whofe language the baptifmal ftatute ftands 
recorded ? For if a legiflator, in the only law refpeft- 
ing a certain duty to be perfojrmed,* ufe the principal 
commanding terms in a fenfe foreign to their natural 
and common acceptation, at the time when the law is 
enabled \ it looks as if he intended to be* ambiguous^ 
and not to be underftood. For, as Mr, T wells ob- 
serves, ‘ It requires not only criticifrn, but conjura- 
* tion, certainly to know what is meant by words dc-^ 
^fignedly ambiguous — Fond, however, as Dr. W. 
is of diftinguifliing between the etymological and le- 
gal fen{e of commanding terms, another of my oppo- 
nents, as ajreadyobferved, Implicitly condemns that dif- 
tinflion. for thus Mr. Pirie ; ‘ Poetry may admit 
i — liberties of expreflion; but law requires words 
^ and phrafes of the rnojl afeertained and Unequivocal 
^ fenfe 

Though Dr. W. diftinguifh between the etymolo- 
gical and legal fenfe of the wefM ; and 

though he will by no means admit that its primary phi- 
lological meaning is retained in the law of baptifm ; 

Ceilkal Exa?fiinut}o?t of New Text Und rtrjion^ Part JJ. p. 
1 6. f Appendix t p. 1^7. 


yet 
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yet when the true and proper fneaiiing of the verV 
X^siporovsiu is to be fixed, in oppofition to learned 
Epifcopalians, he appeals, as we do, to the Greek daf- 
fies, and to ecdefiaitical authojs who wrote in the 
Greek language, as the nioft likely way to fettle the 
fignification of that dlfputed term. Nor does he feecn 
to have the leaft fufplcion of the pRilological, and the 
fcriptural meaning of the word, being different. Nay, 
with Dr. Doddridge, he pronounces the Annota- 
tion of Sir Norton Knatchbull on a certain 
text* ad?mrable ; though that Note is chiefly employ-i 
ed in determining the fenfe of p^iipoTovnv, by qiiotations 
from ecclefiaftical writers — But how cafily might 
an Epifcopalian retort : The queftion is not, What Is 
the radical meaning of the word ^(iporovnvy in a phi- 
lological or etymological fenfe; but, Whether the 
fa'iptural fenfe of the word be to elc^y ^ by tbeUftin^^ 

‘ i 4 p the hands of the people ?’ — Qur author, by plead- 
ing for this diflindtion, tacitly allows the etymological 
and philological fonfe of the term baptize^ to be in ou- 
favour ; and therefore the following pafl’)ge from Dr. 
Wat ERL AND, with the altcratioirof a lingle word, 
will here apply. ‘ I doubt not but the Unitarians, of 
‘every denomination, arc vxry finfible, that Cur inter- 
‘ pretation of Scripture, (u far as concerns this poinr, is 
‘ tlicmofi eafy, obvious, and natural, and moft agreeable 
‘ to the kiti*r of the infpired WViters J.' tVhether this 
remark b« not as pertinent here, as it is in the Unita- 
rian controverfy, I leave the impartial to judge. — If this 
diftinction be admiiTihlc, with regard to the W'ords 
ju.aS'r.Tfuw and what fhould hinder its appli, 

cation to any other emphatical term in the law of bap- 
tifin ? Why not apply it, if we fhouid find occafion 

♦ xiv, 2^. f Jtsoie on Monracpfs .SV’v/ p, 

1:1,122. + }:hbf Sermons, n. i o 4.. fccond Ed jr . 
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to fupport any hypothefi?, to the words preachy g^jp^U 
nations^ namey Father^ Sony and Holy Spirit? Nay, 
why might not the particle as ufed in the baptif- 
mal ftatute, have a legal meaning attached to it, ex- 
tremely different from its primary philological accep- 
tation, into ? Here, however. Dr. W. has precluded 
himfelf, by corredtlng our common Verfion topreftrve 
that acceptation. — ^I'his diftinftlon is adapted to an- 
fwer fimilar purpofes with that of the Arians, refpeft- 
ingfupremeyZnd fubordinate vtorHup^, concerning which 
Dr.-WATERLAND fays*. ‘Any man with your dif- 
‘ tiniffion of fovereign and inferior worfhip, might 
‘ have eluded every law about facrifeing to the true 
< God only So the diftinition which I oppofe Is 
' adapted to keep confcience eafy, in. the evading of any 
divine law, to the obfervanceof vi^hich we are difinclined. 
For whatever be the natural, proper, and moft com- 
mon meaning of enaftmg terms; and however clear 
that meaning may l)e on the face of diofe terms ; it is 
an eafy thing for any one to fiy with Dr. W., ‘There 
' is an important difference between a primary philolo- 
‘ gical or etymological, and a primary legal fenfe of 
* terms — Terms acquire different acceptations accord- 
‘ ing to Che pofitions in which they ftand. There is 
‘ hardly any hhWyfacred or civile but may furnifo a 
‘ confirmation of this necessary dljlin^iion,* With 
what admirable propriety and force might' this neces- 
sary diftinftion have been applied, by the ancient 
Hebrews, to the law of circumcifion ! and in how’ 
many inftances of ceremonial impurity, might the ope- 
ration of the fame diftIn(Sl:ion have been favourable to 
female* delicacy! Nay, what fliould hinder the 'ap- 
plication of this diftinftion to the principal terms in 
the euchariflical ftatute, fo as to provide for the admif- 
* Second Defence of ^crieSi Query XVI. p. 379. 

flOJI 
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fion of infants to the holy table ? Or, if you adopt 
Dr. Brett's notion of the facred fupper, this admi- 
rable diftindtion will prove that thofe words of the in- 
fiitution, rovro TroifiTf, are to be underftood in a fa- 
irificial fenfe, for which he llrenuotffly contends*; 
confequently, that the fupper of our Lord is a faerie 
fice^ and the adminiftrator a pruji. 

Nor would the operation of this principle, if admit- 
ted, be confined to inftitutes of a pofitive nature. No; 
it would extend a fimilar and powerful infiuence*ta moral 
precepts and evangelical doftrines ingeneral. So, for in- 
ftance, were Dr. W. to write in defence of our Lord'#* 
atonement; and were he to plead, as others have don^ 
a thoufand times, the radical^ primary ufualmtm- 
*ug of XMTpoPy avriAuTpov, xpriXvrpou and fo oai ; 
how eafy it would be for any Socinian to reply : But 
you forget. Sir, that, * there is an impSriant difference 

* between the primary philological or etymological, and 

* the primary [thcological'l fenfe of terms; found- 
‘ed on this ground — That terms acquire different 
‘ acceptations according to the pofitions in which 

* they Hand.* So that though the fevcral Gj;eek 

terms produced were philologicallyTO^iA etymolo- 

gically confidered, to fignify a proper price paid by 
way of ranfom for another ; yet, theologically under- 
ftood, they have^no fuch meaning. — I appeal to the 
learned and thef impartial, whether this be not a natu- 
ral inference from our author's principle ? 

Again : If the philological be not the legal fenfe 
of the word, how is th^ latter to be diftinguilhed ? By 
any abfurdity that would follow on admitting the phi- 
lological acceptation ? none is pretended. By confi- 
dcring the prepofitions, and with which the term 

* See his reafoDing in P^Map, Mxam, Yel. I. p. 119* itej. 
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^XTrri^o} is very often conne£leJ ? but thofe parti- 
cles, as already obferved, are not only confident with 
its etymological meaning, but abfolutely require it. 
By confulting the ficred hiftory of primitiv^e practice ? 
but that enforces the fame acceptation By ftudy- 
ing the defign ot baptifm ? that alfo concurs to efta- 
blifli the philological fenfe f. By appealing to the an- 
cient Fathers who wrote in the Greek language ? but 
they unanimoufly agree in retaining the etymological, 
fenfe for»which we plead. — On what principle, then, 
is that legal fignification for which Dr. W. contends 
fo be eftabliflied ? Why, truly, on the principle of 
neccjfity — the neceffity of Infant fprinkling \ for with- 
out fome fuch expedient it cannot be fupported. Bc- 
caufe the philological, natural, and obvious meaning 
of the term baptize^ mull certainly prove fatal to that 
ceremony. 

. There Is hardly any laWj /acred or clvU^ but may 
furnljh a confirmation of this ncceffary dijiiji^lion^ be-- 
tween the etymological and legal fenfe of tennsX- 
Then Dr.SAMUEL Johnson mightwell fay, 'Fhough^a 
• man accuftomed to fatisfyhimfelf with the obvious and 
' natural meaning of a fentcnce, does not eafily fhake 
‘ off his habit; [yet] lawyer never contents 

^ himfclf with this fenfe, when there is another to be 
‘ found §/ But is this any honour tp the moral cha- 
radler of llich lawyers, or for the bejnefit of their 
* clients in general ? My opponent, I prefume, will 
not fuppofe it. Be tha^, however, as it may, he feems, 
refpediing the law of baptifra^fto have imbibed the 
ipiritof Dr, Johnson’s lawyer ; for he can- 

not be at all contented with the obvious and natural 
meaning of cnafting terms in the baptifmal ftatute. I 

* Matt. iii. 6, i 6 . Job. iii. 23. Afts viii. 36 — 30* 
vi.'* 3, 4. C6l. ii. II. t I* 317* § Beauties of John- 
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'am perfuaded, notwithftanding, that a fimilar condudt 
in almoll: any other cafe, which refpedted either the 
laws or the do£lrines of Chrift, would be dctelled by , 
him. 

There is hardly any law^ facred or civile but may 
furnljl) a confirmation of this diJIimUion. Ipse dixit. 
Wliat, hardly any law, of either God or man, that 
does not fiirnifh a proof of ena fling terms being ufed in a 
feiife different from their etymological, natural, and ob- 
vious meaning ! He might as well have faid, There is 
hardly any law, facred or civil, which thelegiflator in- 
tended to be undsrjlood by the corngiciO Or, 

There is hardly any law, facred or civil, which was 
not defigned by the enac%r of it, rather for the emo- 
lument of its interpreters^ than for the benefit of fub- 
jecls at large. Or, There is hardly any law, divine 
or human, which is not adapted 4) puzzle, to con- 
found, and to promote en.llcf; contention among thofe 
to whom it was given. Were this the cafe, in refer- 
ence to th:* fubjCwI: in hand, a felfilh minifter of the 
word might, with a pettyfogging attorney, exult in 
^ the gloiious uncertainty of tlic law.’ But why — in 
the name of v/ife legiflation and of righteouslaw— « 
why did not Dr. AV. produce a f^w inftances from 
laws both ^ ficred and civil’ in proof of his bold afler- 
tioii ? Or defes he confider his affertion as exprefling" 
a flit fo notorious, and fo univcrfilly acknowledged, 
that it needs no proof ? Clear, however, as it may 
appear in his view, I abfolutely defpair of feeing the 
ipfc dixit proved. — § have thought of divine laws ; but 
I cannot perceive theaflertion apply. What is there, 
for inftance, — I appeal to both learning and common 
f(.nfj— what is there in the enadfing terms of the an- 
cient ftatute of .circuincifion, or in thofe ^jf the ciicha- 
r'tffiral annointment, that can iuftifv this diftinefioa ? 
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I have thought alfo of human laws ; but neither la 
them can I difcern any juft ground for diftinguiftiing 
4 >etween the legal and etymological fenfe of enafting 
terms: except in fuch inftances as arife from the fluc- 
tuating ftate of a living language. — Of this diftindtion, 
it may beprefumid, Sir William Blackstone had 
no thought, when he gave the Tollowing rule of legal 
interpretation : The words of a law ^ are generally to 
‘ be underftood in their usual and most known 
^ fgnification ; not fo much regarding the propriety of 
‘ grammar, as their general and popular ufe:’ — but, 
< where words bear either none, or a very ahfurd figni- 
• fication, if litera'ily underftood, we muft a little devi- 
*ate from the received fenfe of them^/ Conforma- 
bly to this rule Dr. W. himfelf has found, I prefume, 
by experience, that in our Englifti revenue laws the 
terms pound^^ JhitUngSy and pence^ have a legal fenfe, 
pretty near a’^.in tb their etymological^ obvious, and po- 
pular fenfe. Nor do I imagine it would be of much 
avail for either him or me to plead his diftindlion, in 
cppofitio.i to a regular demand for the land, the houfe, 
or the v/indow tax. Many unhappy perfons have alfo 
found their fhame* and regret, that, in our criminal 
Jftatutes, thofe enadting terms, hard labour^ whipped^ 
hangedy and fo on, have a legal fenfe not much differ- 
ent from ^hcir efyrnologieal r,nd common^cceptation.— 
So novel and fo extraordinary is his diftindfion between 
the etymological and legal fenfe of commanding words, 
that I cannot conceive of any motive he had to adopt 
itjbefides a fondnefs for hypothefis. But, as repeated- 
ly obferved, Infant fprinkling muft have a patent of 
fxclufive privileges : and, among other immunities, it 
muft be confxdcred as free from an obligatwn to abide 

• Comment arSesy I. Introduft. Se£l. ii. See my quota- 

frepa variouti authors, p. 253*^256. 

by 
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by the etymological fenfe of enafting terms in divine 
law, or it cannot ftand the teft of enquiry. 

The enafting term 5 of law having been univerfally 
confidered as wearing a ftern, peremptory, command- 
ing afpeft, it may, on a fuperficial view of the cafe, 
appear furprifing, that my opponent»fhoiild fo earned- 
ly plead for a legal fenfe of the word baptize^ in oppo- 
lltion to its philological, native, and proper meaning ; 
while it is manifellly his defirc to have the mode of 
adminiftration ' entirely under the direftion of human 
prudence. But that furprife will ceafe when it is re- 
collefted, that the legal fenfe for which he contends 
being his own manufacture, is extreniTSy tomplaifant, 
and fo compliant, that an adminiftrator may either im- 
merfe, or pour, or fprirtkle, juft as he and the candi- 
date find themfelvcs inclined. Now this, Dr. W. 
knows, the philological, radical, and molt common ac- 
ceptation of the term in quefiioh will not admit* 
Hence the necefiity of coining a njw diftinction, and 
of contrafting the legal, with the etymological fenfe of 
the word. — But as it is both natural and neceflary, 
where it involves no abfurdity, to underftand expref- 
lions in their moft obvious and ordinary acceptation; 
and as this nice diftinTion between the philological 
and legal fenfe of the term in quefHon, is far from be- 
ing level to «thc capacities of thofe iilitefate perfons 
who conftitute a vaft majority of^ cur Lord’s dlfciples; 
it is hard to conceive how they, when thinking for 
themfelves, can obtain fetisfaftion refpefting the will 
of their divine Sovyeign in this affair. Hence a ftrong 
prefumptive evidence arifes againft the novel diftinc- 
tion — a di ft inftion, far mofc becoming the chara<fter of 
a Jefuit, than that of a Proteftant Diflenting Brother; 
as it has a natural tendency to enfeeble and vacate 
every law of God and of man to wliich it is applied. 

Ml 
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My opponent endeavours to evade the natural force 
of the words baptise and baptifm^ by labom ing to per- 
fuade us that, ‘ at leaft, when ceremonially or ficra- 
‘ mentally ufed, they -eivt generic terms, comprehending 
‘^'different fpecific modes of p?irif cation and clcanjing,* 
Again; After ha'i'ing quoted a number of P.^dobap- 
lift authors in favour of his hypothesis, he fays: ‘ Now 
‘ I venture to appeal to the perufer of the foregoing 

* pages, whether the verdift of many very eminent 

* literary characters does not corroborate the doftrine 

< contained in our general th'ihs, viz. That baptize 

* and haptifm^ at leaft when facramentrJIy ufed, or in 
‘ their New Teftament Icgijlative meaning and force, 

* are terms — In order to prove that the word 

baptize is a generic term, he fays; ‘ It is well known 

* that in whatever language prepofitlom are ufed, they 
‘ have no fmall influence in determining the meaning 
♦ofthofc words with v/hich they are connefted ; and 

* in many cafes are quite dcciflve. This has been al- 
ready confidercd, and proved to be in our favour. 
But he adds; ‘ For inftance, were the fubje£l of en- 
« quiry, how general and extenfive, or how particular 
‘ and Confined, is the meaning of any word ? the ufe 
« of the prcpofjt'ions conneaed with it will often de- 
‘ cide. Suppofe, for illuftration’ fake, we fix upon the 

< En2;Iifli word to move: now in order know that 

* this"^ is a generk term I need onl y obferve-r-That pre- 
« pofitions of various and even contrary influence and 
‘ tendency may be confiftently connefted with it; as to 

* move with^ hy^ from, to. Fora thing maybe 
« moved from as well as to or mvards another. But 
*let any other word which is only zfpecies of the ge- 
^ nus to move be adopted — its fbecific nature is eafily 

* difeovered by the ufe of prepofitions f-" 

♦ Vol. II. 2, 1 13. t Vol. II. 54 > 55 * 
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Before 1 animadvert on this particular, candour de- 
mands that I fliould make an acknowledjymcnt ofhav- 

O 

ing, on a certain ocCafion, exprefled niyfclf inadver- 
tently. The paflage to which I refer, in the Second 
Edition of Padobaptifjn Examined^ is as foHows. 
‘ Tliat many tyrants and fools ha\« given laws to fc- 
‘ cular kingdoms, and have even prefumed to legillate 
^ for Jefus Chrift himfelf, is a fadt ; that feme of their 

* laws have been marked with tyrannical fubtilty, and 
^ others with Egregious folly, is alfo a fad ; but that any 

* of thdm ever were fo crafty, as to contrive a law 
‘ which, by a fingle enabling ierrn^ equally required 

* three different ads of obedicneb T'Tlnd yet were fo 
‘ complaifant as to feel themfcives perfcdly fatisfied 
‘ with having any oyi^oi thofe ails performed, I do 

* not believe Here, I frankly ackivowledge. Dr. W. 
has convided me of a miftake, and I ftand reproved. 
Inflcad of, ‘ a fingle enading ternt,’ i fhould have faid, 
a fingle SPECIFIC- tcrm \ and then his cen- 
fure t would have been prevented, or at Icafr, render- 
ed entirely impertinent. But whether our author him- 
fclf, .in what he fays relative to generic and fpecific 
terms be abfolutely free from all miftake, the following 
confidcrations perhaps may fliow. 

I'he language of Dr. Campbell is, I think, dU 
rcdly ill p<iint, and much in our favour ‘ If the fa 

* cred J^enmen wrote to be underftood, they muft hav< 

< employed their words and phrafts in conformity to th< 

‘ current ufage of fhofe for whom they wrote — Then 
‘ is a great dlfF^ence between the mention of an] 

* thing as a du.% efpecially of that confequence, tha 

‘ the promifes or tlircats-of religion depend on the per 
.* fortnance or the negled of it; and the bare tecordinj 
‘ of an event as In the former, the words ough 

* Yol, 1 . p. 133. t H. 377*— 380. 
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‘ to ie as special as pojjibk^ that there may be no 

* miftake in the application of the promifc, no pretence 
^ for faying that more is exafted than was exprciTed in 
‘ the condition. But in relating fails, it is often a 
^ matter of indifference, whether the terms be general 
*or fpecial Left my opponent difprove the propri- 
ety and the truth of thefe pofitions, if he can. 

That the conftant ufe of the prcpofition %v or fK> in 
conneilion with (SctTn^np (v/hen any prepofition is 
employed by the facred penmen) is direilly againft 
our author, has already appeared : and though it be 
granted, that the verb to move is a generic term, yet 
that his rjjle 'fordiitinguifliing generic from fpccific 
terms is not perfeftly accurate, muft I think be admi- 
ted. For, 1 fuppofe, he will not cfeny that the words r««, 
tvalk^fwim^ leap^ hop^ and creeps are fo many ^fpecies 

* ofthe genus to movf/ Yet a manmayrww, walk^^ hopyOX 
fwlm\ and an infeil may leap or creepy ‘ i n, with, by, 

‘ FROM, TO as well as ‘ advanccy proceedy withdraw^ 

‘ recede* His application, therefore, of this rule to the 
word under confideration is impertinent. — That the 
words iimnerfey plunge^ dtpy are fpccific terms, our au- 
thor admits ; and that thofe exprefiions anfwer to the 
radical, primary, and moft obvious meaning of the 
word baptize y the moft learned Paedbbaptifts in gene- 
ral have aflerted -f. Confequently, they have taught^ 
us to conclude, in oppofition to Dr. W., that 

is a fpecific term. 

To the numerous quotations produced from emi- 
nent Paedobaptifts, in my Padobaptifm Examined^ 
which naturally infer the conclufion juft mentioned^ 
I will add one ftill more exprefs from Dr. Campbell. 
His tranflhtion of Mark the feventh, third and fourth, 

^ Four Gofi>els, Vob I. Differtat. VI. Part ii. § 20. Part iii. 

I a. t See Fecdobap. Exam* Vol. I. Chap. ii. 
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and part of his Note on the place, arc as follow. ‘ 77 ?/ 
‘ Pharifees^and indeed all th£ yews^ obferving the tra^ 
‘ dition cf the elders^ eat not until they have wajlicd their 
‘ handle by pouriiig a litth water upon thc 7 n\ — aiid if they 
‘ become from the market^ by dipping them. For illuf- 
‘ trating this paflage let it be obferved, that the two 
‘ verbs rendered luajh in the Englifh^Tranflation are 
‘ different in the original. I'he firlh is pro- 

‘ perly tranflated wa/l)y the feconJ is jSaTTTnrwi/Tah 
^ which LIMITS us TO A PARTICULAR MODE of 
^ivajhhg: for (SotTrrti^ca denotes to plunge^ to dip-^ 

BxTrTil^£<r 6 xif fays that excellent critic [Wets- 

♦ TEiNj^eft manus aquas /ww/r^/rf,yj7rrf(r0a* manibus 

affundei-e.' ' j'his is niore efpeciaiiy fhe ITnport, when 

‘ the words are, as here, oppofed to each other. Other- 

♦ wife viwrtiVi lihe the gefieral word to wajh in Eng- 

‘ lifli, may be ufed for (Sxorrt^fth becaufe the 

‘ genus comprehends the fpecies ; but not converfely 
‘ j3a7rTi^f*v for yiTTrstui the fpccies for the genus.’-— 
Now that this is directly in oppofition to Dr. W.> 
and exprefsly in our favour, none can doubt: nor 
will any one, acquainted with the literary charadter of 
Principal Campbell, confider him as a Icfs capable 
judge, in matters of this kind, than my opponent It 
fhould alfo be remembered, that as he is one of the 
mod: competent y fo he is an unexceptionable witnefs ; he* 
caufe it is evid<int, that the teftimony he bears is in- 
confiftent with thepradlice of his own communion. 

'Fhe fame learned tranflator and ingenious critic 
manifeftly confiders Aouw as a fpecific term, though 
my opponent may prdbably look upon it as more lia- 
ble to objedlion, in that refpedl, than the word 
Thus, however. Dr. Campbell : ‘There 
‘ are two words which occur in the New Tcffament 

♦ in the fenfeof wajhing \ yet they are not lynonimous, 

< though 
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^ though we have not terms which corrcfj)ond foexail- 
‘ ly as to mark the diilinflion betv/een them, I'he 
< words are n'frriiv and Xovuv. The former, 

^ or rather vi>rrrt(r^OLi thi middle voice is more 
‘ uf^d) denotes to wafli or bathe a part only of the 
‘ body ; the latter, XovHPt is to walh or bathe the 
‘ whole body. This difference, if I miftake not, is uni- 
‘ verfally obferved in the New Tcffament. Thus 
‘ Matt, vi. 17* TO TTp^truTTOv (ov xv. 2. ou viTrrop'^ 

‘ Tcci Tar auTwy. And in this Gofpel [accord- 

‘ mg to John] the diftindfion is expreftly marked 
‘ Chapter xiii. 10. 5 XeXcv/Aeio^ ov fX^^ ^ 

‘ ToJaf ptxpocirSxh ciXX* sfi xaGapoc ©Aor > where the^ 
/ participle 'AiAou/^fvor is ufed of him whofe whole 
‘ body is waffled ; and the verb y*^a(r0a» is joined with 
‘ Touc TToo'ar* That the verb Aounv is commonly ufed 
‘ in the manner mentioned, fee Afts ixi 37. Heb. x. 

* 22. 2 Pet. ii. 22. Rev. i, 5. In all which, whether 

‘ the words be ufed literally or metaphorically, the coni- 
‘ plete cleanfingof thebody or perfon is meant. There is 
‘ only one paffage about which there can be any doubt. Tt 

* is Adis xvi. 33. where the jailor, upon his converfion 
‘ by Paul and Silas, prifoners committed to his cXiftod}*, 

‘ is fdd in the Englifli Tranflation to have wajhed their 
^Jiripes, The verb is fAouo-fy* let it be obferv- 
‘ ed, that this is not an accurate verfion of the Greek 
‘ phrafe eXovinu octto tcop 7rXt5ywy,''vvhich in my o- 
‘ pinion implies bathing the whole body, for the fake 

* both of clcanfing their woynds, and adminiftcring 
^ fome relief to their perfons. The accufative of the 
^ adlive verb eXouerfy is evidently ('a crcjO{/,aroc underffood, 
‘ The full exprefflon is eXovTf tol o-w/j^ara aurwy atto 

* Twy TrXYiycov* The fame diftindlion between the 
^ words is well obferved in the Septuagiat. The word 
‘ ^fajh iii Eaglifh, when ufed as a neuter verb, with- 

‘ out 
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^ out a regimen, is commonly, if not always, under- 
‘ ftood to relate to the whole body 

My opponent, with great parade, pleads the authori- 
tyof Dr. Samuel Johnson againft us, as if it were 
of itllif decifivc. The Dodlor, in his Dictionary, fays; 

* To haptixe^ is to chrtjlen ; to adminiftcr the facra- 

* ment of baptifm to one. Baptlfm ;*an external nb- 

* lution of the body, with a certain form of words.’-— 
riiis quotation is introduced and recommended by our 
author, in the following pompous manner. ‘ Dr. S. 

* Johnson, as every one knows, cuts no mean figure 

* in the annals of Englifh literature, and ftands emi- 
‘ ncntly confpicuous as a lexicographer ; one would ex- 
‘ peCt, therefore, he could not fundameiitally and ef- 
^fentlally miftake as to the primary acceptation of a 
‘ word, than \vhich hardl/ any his famous Dictionary 
‘ contains had been more controverted. And yet this 
‘ celebrated author has aCtually erred in that manner, if 
^ our opponents are in the right, fic confidcrs the 
‘ word baptifm^ and we believe with great propriety, 
‘ not as confined to any one fpecific aCtion, as to fprin^ 
‘ kle^ to dip^ or the like ; but as a term of latitude, ac- 
‘ cording to its biblical and facramcntal ufc — Now, if 
‘ our martyrs and divines were miftaken, in darj^er or 
‘ more improved ages, muft wc pronounce Johnson, 
‘ fo much the honor of a nation enlightened with fei- 
‘eiice: JOPIl^SON, with regard to philology, his 
‘ favourite branch ; and with regard to a term fo long 
‘ and fiercely controverted ; muft we pronounce HIM 
‘ in this affair (whatever he was infome others) — 
‘‘being darkly wife ^nd rudely great f?’* — Dr. W. 
fpeaks of Mr. B.’s ‘ boajled conceffions produced 
from Paedobaptifts ; but,lurely, I never boafted of them 
at thisvTUQ ! 

Note on Juh. jx. 7. f Vol. IX. jSi, j8j, J VoJ. IL 13';. 

Our 
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Our author, as will be feen in the following pages, 
when hanJling another branch of the fubjeft, ‘ plants 
‘ a cannon^ which makes moft frightful work with us; 
arul it fhoulJfeem as if he confidered Johnson’s de- 
finition of the term baptize^ in the light of a mortar^ 
that will by one difeharge dcmolifli our caufe, with 
regard to the nfiode of adm ini ft rati on. He is indeed 
fo < enamoured’ with this formidable piece of Johnfo- 
nian artillery, that did he not confider Infant fprink- 
ling as requiring every fupport which can be procured, 
there would be no reafon to wonder,* were he ‘ tempt- 
‘ ed’ to difeard fome of thofe topics on which he ar- 
gues againftjis,— Suchis the fuperlative pleafure v/hich 
my ojipohent feels on the prefent occafion; exclaim- 
ing, with Archimedes, in a tranfport of joy, / have 
found it ! 1 have found it ! that, were it not for what 
I confider as the iiiterefts of truth and of duty, I would 
not fay a word to abate his high exultation. But, all 
things confidered, the following remarks may not be 
improper. 

Dr. W. feems to forget, that the celebrated work 
of Johnson is not a Greek Lexicoji^ but an Englijh 
Dictionary \ and that the author’s bufinefs was, not to 
fhow^how the words baptize anrf baptlfm are ufed in 
Greek writers, but what are the ideas generally an- 
nexed to them in our Englijh claflics. Now fuppo.fing, 
in this view. Dr. Johnson’s definition were ever fo 
juft, it would be no proof of our author’s, point. Be- 
caufe, as Drf G. Campbell .truly obferves, ‘ There 
^ has come a gradual change on the meaning of many 
* words, confequent on the changes which have been 
‘ gradually introduced into the church, in reirgious 
‘ remonies modes of government, and formularies of 
‘ dodirinc — Old names are given to things compara- 
^ tively new^ which have, by infenfible degrees, arifen 

‘ out 
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^ out of the old, and have at laft fupplanted them ♦/ 
Never, perhaps, was this obfervation more clearly 
verified, than in the prefen t inftance. — The word 
btjhop is defined by JoffNSON, ‘ One of the head 
border of the clergy.’ Now, docs our author allow 
this to be a proper definition of the fcriptural term 
f7ri(rxo7roc> which the word hijhofwTiS derived f? 
But, perhaps, the definition may fuit his notion of a 
National church under Congregational government.-— 
It fcelns a little furprifing that a Proteftant Diflcnter 
(hould'be fo delighted with finding any one explain the 
term baptize^ by the word chriften ; for our Noncon- 
formift Brethren have not ufually been very fond of 
that exprefiion.— To preferve Dr. W.Yrom Being any 
longer ^ difproportionately enamoured* with John- 
son’s authority, in reference to this afKiir, and a little 
to abate his triumph ; I will produce a (hort anecdote, 
which is given us bv Mr. Boswell, and is as follows. 
‘ He [Dr. Johnson] argued in defince of fome of the 
* peculiar tenets of the Church of Rome. As to giv- 
‘ ing the bread only to the laity, he faid, They may 
think that, in what is merely ritual, deviations from 
the primitive mode may be admitted on the ground 
of convenience : and 1 think they are as well avar^ 
ranted to snake this alteration^ as we are to fuhftitute 
‘‘ SPRINKLING in the room of the ancient bap- 
TISM J.” — ^lii«what is merely ritual. Then he con- 
fidered baptifq^i and the Lord’s fupper, as merely pofi^^ 
tivc inftitutions. — In the room of the ancient baptifm. 
Then he did not admit fprinkling to be the appoint- 
ment of Chrift. — Js ^ell warranted to give the bread 
only to the laity. Then, in his view, fprinkling is not 
defenfible, except on PopiJJ) principles. Let the reader 

• Four Gofpeh, Preface, p. xii. + Sec Dr. W^^TTS^ Lcgkk, 
Parti. Chap, iv. Sedt. i. J Life of Jobnfon jYo\, li.p. 4* 91 <00. 

now 
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rcfleil on the preceding panegyric pronounced 
upon Dr. Johnson \ and then confider, whether in 
each of thefc particulars he be not plump againJV my 
opponent. 

Mr. Boswell’s anecdote of Dr. Johnson reminds 
me of an obfervation made by an ingenious lady, with 
whom the Do<3;or had an intimate acquaintance. Mrs, 
Piozzi, in her Obfervations m a Journey through 
Italy-i fays : ‘The baptifterio is another ftruifure clofc 
‘ to the church, [the Duomo, or Cathedral at Florence] 

* and of furprifing beauty — The font has not been ufed 
‘ fincc the days when immerfion in baptifm was deem- 
‘ ed neceflary to falvation : a ceremony ftill confidered 
‘ by the Greek Church as indifpenfable — The Roman- 

* ifts — dropped the immerfion at baptifm, of them- 

* felvcs, and in fo warm a* climate [as that of Italy] 

* too ! — Very ftrange it is to think, that while other 

* innovations have been refifted even to death, fcarce- 
‘ ly any among’ the many feds we have been divided 

* into, retain the original form in that ceremony fo 

* emphatically called Chrijiening 

Though I do not recoiled a fingle inftance pro- 
duced by our author, from the G reck daffies, from 
the 5j,eptuagint Verfion, or from the New Teftament, 
whence it appears that the word (SaTrrt^w ever figni- 
fies to pour^ or to fprinklc\ yet had he proved beyond 
all difpute that it muft on certain occafions be under- 
wood in the one and the other of thofe acceptations, it 
would not have evinced that the term is generic. For 
he acknowledgesj what muft ‘indeed be admitted by 
all, tliat the Englifh expreffion .dip (to which I may 
add, bathe) is ^ fpecific term j and yet I have produced 
paffages from our Englifh daffies in which thofe 
words are fo ufed as to convey the idea of bedewing 

• Vol, I. p. 312, 313. 
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and of fprinkltngy rather than that of immerfing and of 
wajhing the whole body Nay, my opponent him- 
felf has ufed the term bathed in the fame lax accepta- 
tion. For, fpeaking of th»xruciiicd Redeemer, he tells 
us, that our Lord’s ‘ body was bathed in its own 
‘ blood f.* He might, therefore, on equal grounds in- 
fift, that the verbs, dip and bathe^ are^ generic terms. 
Of this, however, and of fimilar inftances produced 
for the fame piirpofe, he was not inclined to take the 
leaft notice in his hoafted ‘full reply.’ 

Were it granted that the word under confideration 
is frequently ufed by Greek claflics, and by the facred 
Writers, in a general Lnfc, it would not ncceflarily 
follow, as my opponent fuppofes, that k:*i:)*^n,thc bap- 
tifmal ftatute a generic term. For the word ty.y^M(not.^ 

£ve^yyeX^fr};J ^^nd £7rt<r- 
ytGTTO^^ arc all, if I miftake not, generic terms ^ and 
yet, in the affairs of Chriftianity, they are generally 
ufed by the penmen of the New Teftainent in a Jpeci^ 
fic fenfe. — Nay, in the law of the facred fupper, the 
word ocpro^jhread’i which is mod commonly ufed by 
infpired writers as a generic term, is evidently employed 
in reftrifted meaning, to denote baked fari?iaccou5 food ; 
and therefore has a fpccific fenfe. Give us this day cur 
daily BRE AD.y^z/j took bread, and hlejfed it^ and brake 
it^ and gave it to the difciples^ and faid^ Taki\ cat \ this is 
?ny body J. Confequently, were this argument gf my op- 
ponent conclufi^e, it would have julfified the conduci: 
of the Artotyi^tes, who, as Epiphanius informs us §, 
inftcad of bread only, in a fpecific fenfe, ufed bread 
and cheefe at the holy table. — Should it be objefled, 
The word brake plainly fliows, that bread only— 

.* Pirdobap. Exam.\^o\. I. p 12 i — 125 -j Vol. I. 

X Matt vi xxvi. 26. Mark xiv 22. Luk. xxii. 19. 1 C(,r. 
xi. 23, 24. § Haeref, xxix. Tom. 1 . h. ii. p. Colon. 

bread, 
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breads ina^proper and fpecific fenfe, was ufed by our 
Lord when appointing the facred fupper : it may be re- 
plied, T rue ; but not more plainly than going down 
into the water^ and coming upf out of the water^ (how 
that immerfion was pra<5tifed by apoftolic adminiftra- 
tors. — I may add, on the principle of this argument 
thofe two terms'which conftitute the Title of my op- 
ponent’s Book, may both of them be confidered as 
conveying no idea pointedly againft us, more than a- 
gainft thoufands of others, Whofe religious pradtice is 
for from being thefubjedl of his particular animadver- 
fion. For, as to the word Antipadobapufm^ it applies 
to thofe Chriftian profefTors called Qi^akers, as well 
as to us : "aiiS as to the term Examined^ being evident- 
ly generic, it does not exprefs whether he grope with 
his hands, or pore with his ‘eyes ; whether he merely 
interrogate^ or whether he enter into a logical difeuf- 
fion* So, when he' fays in his Ad otto, I a If o will Jhow 
my opinion ; the term fmu is generic: nor does it in- 
form us, whether he will exhibit his opinion to view, 
orally^ by mamfeript^ or from the prefs. Yet there it 
no doubt but he ufed each of thefe words in a fpecific 
fenfe, and with a fpecial reference to our .pradtice. — • 
Theft particulars may ferve to evince the futility of 
Dr, W.’s aflertions and reafonings on this topic. 

Our author, however, produces a long lift of 
learned Writers in order to prove, * that baptize and 
^ baptifm^ at leaft when facramentally ufed, are gene^ 

* ric terms * on his quotations from whom 1 muft 
now make a few remarks. In general, then, it may 
be obferved. That all his quotations are the language 
of literary cliaradlers who profefledly approved and 
pradlifed pouring or fprinkling. It is no wonder, 
therefore, if none of them reprefent the word bap^ 

• ^ VoL II. 86. 
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ti/my as being ftriftly fpeaking a fpecifie teim, fig- 
nifying nothing fliort of dipping, or immerfibn:^ 
becaulb they could not do lb, without exprefily con- 
demning.their own pfaftice as invalid. If the authors 
produced had been uninterefted in this dij|pute^ as the 
Quakers are, his quotations would have had great 
weight : but, coming from Paedobaptifis, they arc 
to be confidered only as attempts to vindicate their 
own conduct* Confequendy, though we acknowledge 
them to be learned charaSers, we cannot, in his own 
phrafe, admit ‘them as ‘ unexceptionable witnefles 
becaufe, in many of thofc particulars produced by 
him, they evidently defigned to (upport their own 
practice. Their teftimonies, therelforei' Can have no 
more weight with us, in favour of the generic ac- 
ceptation of the term baptize ; * than an equal number 
of quotations from our Baptift authors, to prove the 
fpecilic lenfe of the fame word, would have had 
with him. But what, as already obferved/ would 
my opponent, and the generality of Pasdobaptifts, 
have faid, had I produced for that purpofe a long lift 
of teftimonies from Tombes, Du V eil, GALE,Git£, 
the Stennetts, and others of the fame perfuafion rie- 
fpecting this affair ? Would not my conduft have 
been charged with puerility and egregious trifling? 
Nay, many of*thofe authors’ whom* Dr. 
quoted have .afferted fuch things, and •made fuefi 
conceffions, refpediing the meaning of the word bap* 
tlze^ the defigii of the ordinance, and the * primitive 
practice, as are by necefiary confequence inimical to 
pouring and fprinkling: of which the reader may fee 
ample evidence, by. cohfulting Pababaptifm Examine 
fd*. 


Siv Vol. I. Chap, ii, iji, iv, vi, \ii, 
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iijni|are Ic^cely confiftent with fome ofhis own afler- 
j^cins apd reafonings. For inftance : Turrettinb 
l^ys, * Abnoft every thing is wjont to be dipped and 
‘ tinged.,' as our author tranflates, ‘ that it may be wajh- 

* ed.' Br. Owen : ‘ The originai and natural fig- 
‘nification of [{he word jSseru^u] is to dip, to 
‘ MUNGE, to dye, to wa^, to clean/e.' Beza : ‘ Bair- 

* Ti^fir figni fies tinge^'e, to dye, or Jlainy feeing it comes 
f immediately fo n |3airT«> i and— the things 

to be dyed or Jlaineduit DIPPED.’ Tilenus : ‘ Im- 
emerfion might have been more cujimary than afper- 

* fion, efpeci^ly in Judea and other warm countries— 
*Baptifm, if*wc-regaid the etymology of the word, 

* itgnifies immersion, and alfo afperfion, — and, by 
^cit^equence, walhing,’ Fr,id. Spanhemius, F. 

* The form of baptifm in ufe ( Cent. II. ) was immerfm.* 
Ursinus : ‘ The word baptifm fignifieth zrdipping in 

< watpr, or fprinkling with water. Thofe of the Fall 

* church were dipped their whole body in vrater j 

* thole of theNorth, in colder countries, are only fprink- 
'Icd with water.’ Lactantius: ‘ When Jefus was 

' * grown up, he was baptized [ tinlius ejl) by the pro- 
,* phet John in the river Jordan.’ Wilson ; ‘ Bap- 

* tifm } dipping into water, or ^Ihing with water — 
*T<> baptize,to dip into -witsT.' PiCTETUs: ‘The 
‘ Mufeovikes err, who teach that immerfion is of the 

* ESSENCE of baptifm ; and thofe Gree’ics who, in the 

* Council of Florence, called the Latins unbaptizeo, 

delirious.’ Chamier, as quoted by Law- 
rence, Is produced from Leigh, faying.; ‘ That 
J immrfm exprefleth the force t»u P«irTi^ii». To 

< which ’ my opponent lays ‘ Mr. Leigh replies; I can 
‘ find mtliing at all in Chamier favouring your o- 

‘ pinion 
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‘ pinion of immerfiott %* But; in jtiftiiiicaiiofi of Mr* 
Lawrence, and in anfwer to Mr« Leigh, it maybe 
faid, that the learned lexicographer might have found 
the following words in ChamiEr ; and whether they 
be in favour of our praftice let the learned judge, ‘ Cae-* 

^ terum in ufu elementi ab initio immersionbm 

‘ FUISSE TOTIUS CORPORIS ! qu2ievis^r^*j (3ccvri^UP\ 

* unde Joannes baptizabat in Jlumine: deiiide tametl 
< mutatam in afperfionem : incertum qiiando : aut unde 

* fa<fto initio : nifi quod vidcntiir tria millia uno die k 
‘ paiicis ApnftoHs non potuifle baptizari, fi finguU 

* merfi fuiffcnt: nec vc-o carcerario intra carcerem 
‘ fuifle ad manual tantum aquae, quantum mergendo 

* opus erat f.’-— He elfewhere quoteH[)iT Guyse as 

thus expreffing himfe!/: is not rcftrained to 

‘ dippings as its primitive ,{j3a7rT « ) is f-’ JuiJ fpeaking 
of a Chaldaic term, he produces the learned Fuller 
faying ; ‘ The word among the Syrians, primarily and 
^ properly fignifies ^xtttuv ; that isf either immrgere 
‘ or tingere^ [to plunge or to dye\] and becaufe what 

* is ftained with any colour is made fuch immergenJi 
‘ live tingendo [by plunging or dipping^'] hence Jfo it 
‘denotes colorare [to colour juft as jSdurrijv and 
‘ tingere among the Greeks and Latins, compri^ both 
‘ meanings §.’ 

When endeavouring to fettle the ^Unification, of 
the Latin word tingo in his own lavouTi Dr/ j 
‘ Mr. B. — never failsy that I reoeftc^^St, to rend<*f it; 
‘ when foand in his Paedobaptift quotations, to dip 
With this he does not appear to be quite fatisfied. 
But though I am not convixcd that by fo doing the 
word was miftranflated, or that I had annexed a fenfe 

Vol. II. Rq, 90, 91, 97, 98, lOO, 10^, to«, loS, lOQ, I li, 
113. f Panjliat, Tom. V. L. V Cap. ii. § 6. p. 240. 
i Vol. II. 172. § Va. 11 . 66. ti Vol. IL 32 . 
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to it not intended by the authors concerned; yet,«ha 4 he 
confulted the Second Edition oi P^dobaptifm Examine 
edy as he ought to have done, he would have perceived 
little reafon for this remark. — It^may be julHy queried, 
however, whether, in his tranflation of certain quota- 
^tions from Latin authors, the mere Englifli reader be 
feirly treated, with regard to that very word ; and, in- 
deed, whether he have not, in fome inftances, by the 
very extraordinary ufe of terms, reprefented his au- 
thors as talking nonfenfe ? The following fpecimenis 
laid before the reader. Turrettinus: ‘ Alinoft 
^ every thing is wont to be dipped and tinged that it 

* may be washed.* Pasor : ^ BtxxTo/xat, to dip, to 
^ imbue, to y^FECT.* W aljevs and Mich^eeis: 

* BfltwTw aiid %nify, properly, to tinge 

‘and to WASH.* Chemnitz: The water may be 
applied ‘ by dipping, pouring, or fprinkling— . 

‘by dipping, perfufion, or afperfion.* Pic- 

TETUS : ‘ BocTrrsip is to tinge and to {mbue,^ CoN- 
FESsio ET Expositio Fidei Christian-$: 

‘ John firft baptized, qui Chriftum aqua in Jordane 
‘tinxit, who tinged, i. e, baptized, Chrift with 
‘water in Jordan.* Dr. Pococke: ‘The v/oxd bap-^ 
‘ ti/m does not neceffarily denote an immerfion of the 
‘ whola^ body in water, even when ufed to exprefs 
‘ {Tebilah) the more folemn degree of wafhing j fmee 
‘ itisfpokenofhim who<?«/ 5 ' intinges ^-r;^«his hand*.* 
He elfewhere tells us ‘ the feet [of the Ifraelites] are 
‘ /aid to be tinged at the britn (i[ 3 ccf>ri(rofv ne 

‘ of overflowing Jordan f.’ Yes, ju/l as my oppo- 
nent, when he fprinkles an infant, tinges his fingers. 

Now, reader, what, think you Uf this ? Is not the 
ftyle of my opponent infected by a violent itch of no- 
velty, and has he not given it a deep tinge of impropri- 

• Vol. II. 89, 93, 95, 96, 97, 99, 120, III. t Vol. II. 57. 
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ety? Johnson, in his EngUJh DiStlonary^ tells us^' 
that to infeSi^ is ^ To aS upon by contagion j to affeii 
« with communicated <}ua1ities ; to hurt by contagion; 

* to taint; to poilbn; to pollute; to fill with fomething 

* hurtfully contagious.* To tmge^ he informs us, is 
‘ to impregnate or imbue with a colcgtr or tafte.* Nay, 
my opponent himfelf ufes the words dye and tinge as 
equivalent. For, when tranflating a fhort extraft or 
two from Bpza, his language is; ‘To baptize figni- 
‘ files to dye or pnge — ^Nor indeed does jSaTrxi^fiv fig- 

* nify to wajhy except by confequcnce : for, properly^ 

‘ it ftgnifies to tminerfe for the fake of dyeings or ting- 
‘ ing ^.* As to his new term, intinge^ ic^'tcms to be 
a perfeft ftranger to our language. — But never, fure- 
ly, did any of thofe learnpd authors quoted by Dr. W., 
dream of telling the world that either j3x7rT»^iilbr|3*7rTfit 
fignifies to and to aft upon by contagiony to poifon^ 
or to pollute : nor yet, that ‘ almoft every thing is im^ 

* hued with a colour that it may be wajhed'i as if 

hardly any thing were cleanfedy except by the aft of 
dyeing ! Little did the learned compilers of the Cb»- 
fejfio Fidei Chrifitana imagine that they fliould ever be 
reprefented as aflerting ; That John, with water, gave 
our Lord a colour in Jordan. Yet fo it is ! How much 
more properly, and agreeably to the intention of thofe 
compilers, does an old Paedobaptift tranflator render 
the paflage thus ? ‘ Baptifm was inllituted, and con- 

‘ fecrated by God; and the firft that baptized was 
< John, who DIPPED Chrtjl in the watery in "Jordan^! 
Again : Part of the twenty-firft Article of Helvetica 
Confejfto is thus tranflated; ‘Baptifm, according to the 
‘ inftitution of the Lord, .is the font of regeneration— 

* in which holy font we do therefore DiP(tingimus) our 

• Vol. If. 27, 28. + Harmony of Confejfwnix^^^' XIII. 

p. Camb. I «;86. 

O 3 ‘infants. 
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^ in&nts */— «-Dr. W*, to avoid that very difa^reeable 
term dip^ and being aware that the verb to dye^ would 
not fuit his purpofe \ adopts tl\e words tinge^ intingey 
and infeit : which expreiGons are ufed by him in a 
manner fo uncommon, that if I miftakc not, he has no 
precedent for it in any author of reputation.^ I may 
venture an appeal to perfons of learning and of obfcr- 
ration, Whether his ufing tingcy intingey and infe^y in 
the manner he does, be not more fui table to the cha- 
radler of a fchool-boyy in his firft attempts to tranflate ; 
than to that of an Aeademical Tutory or of a Doctor in 
Divinity ? Whether, in his own juftification, he wHl 
here appeal jto ^le etymological fenfe, or to any fuppof- 
cd legal and cereinonial fenfe of the terms in queftion, 
is not for me to fay ; but I do not think he can have 
rccourteo common fenfe ; becaufe that, in the prefent 
cafe, mim give its tcftimony againft him. 

Once more : Though the learned Paedobaptift au- 
thors whom Dr. W. quotes, agree with him in main- 
taining the lawfulnels of pouring, or of fprinkling; 
and though he produced their teftimonies profefledly 
in vindication of that opinion ; yet, as to feme of 
them, there is reafoii to complain of his partially re- 
prefenting their views of the fubjeft, even in thofe 
very paragraphs whence the quotations are made. 
Thus, for inllance, he quotes and tranflates Tur- 
RETTXNUS : ‘ The term baptifm is of Greek origin, 

* deduced from the word j3«7rTw, which ij to tinge and 

^ imbue i to dye and to immerfe^Uxit be* 

caufe alinoft every thing is wont to be dipped and 
« TINGED that it may be washeTd, and they who are 
^ iinmerfed are wont to be cleanfed; hence *it comes 

♦ to pafs,’ and fo on f- The following is the original, 

• Idem,, p. 397. Corpus Corfejs* Fidci,'^. 70. Gtiicv. 1654. 

f Vol. il. S9. 

and 
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and the words included in hooks are thofe which Dr* 
W. has omitted. * Baptifmus vox eft origine Grae- 
‘ ca, quae a verbo (3airrca deducitur, quod eft tiiigere^ 

‘ et imbuers ; intingere et tmrnergere. [Plot. 

^ de Superjllt, BawriJ’Ok <r£ MERGE 

^ in mare» Et in Thesei recltat vcrficuluin 
‘ Sibyliiede Athenis, qui optius competit ecclefije. 

A(r>toc jSaTTTi^w Jypai h toi ou* K»* 

‘ M E R G E R I s fed non submeRGERIs unquanu 

* Hinc plus eft quam iTriTroXa^uv, quod eft leviut 

‘ innatdre^Qt minus quam quod eft peffuni ire, 

‘ id eft, ad exitium fundum peterc.] Qulavero fere a- 
‘ liquid mergi et tingi folet, utJavetur, et qui immer- 
^ guntur folent ablui ; hinc flidlum,’ 7t catfra^ 

Thus Limborch is quoted: ‘It may he afked, 

‘ whether immerfion be* fo necefl’ary, as tiiat there iii 
‘ no baptifin without it ? Anfv* It does not fjtin to 
‘ be fo neceffa/y.’ Here our author omits the follow- 
ing words: ‘For fince baptifm Is only an external 
‘ rite, reprefenting an internal and fpiritual aflion, 

‘ only fuch an adl is fufHcient as fully reprcfcnts to us 
‘ the inftitution of baptifm. Upon great and EMER- 
‘gent occafions, then, fome allowances ought to ht 
‘ made ; efpccially in cold countries, and ij cafe of 
‘ baptifm fince their tender bodies would 
‘ foon receive damage by being dipped into cold water. 
‘ This is TH^f reafon why fprinkling is prefent fo 
‘ cuftomary in our Weftern climates : and though it 
‘ deviates i little from the primitive injlitution of dip- 
‘ ping pra£lifed in hot countries, yet baptifm is duly 

• The original reads thus : * Ob graves itaque rariores qjtan* 

* dOQtte immutatio quaedam adhiberi p ilTe videtttr ; prArertim in 

* regioniUus frigidis et fcptentrlonalibus ;et quidem maxiine, post- 
‘QUAM infanlium baptifmus in ufu rffe ccepit.’ L. V, Cap. 
Ixvii. § 13, Amftcl. 1700. Let the learned judge, whether 
Mr. Jo.SEs have here dune juRice to his author. 

0 + 
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* adminiftred by fprinkling only*/ Nay, in his very 
definition of the baptifaial inftitute, only two pages 
before, his language is ; ‘Baptifm is that rite or cere- 
‘ mony of the New Covenantf whereby the faithful 

* by IMMERSION into water^ as by’ — and fo on. 

In another place he thus quotes the Monthly 
jRe viewers: ‘ \Ve cannot wholly fubferibe to this 

* opinion ; ‘‘ [i. e. that there muft be an imnierfion 
to conftitute baptifm, whether that immerfion be to- 
tal or partial ;] ” though we acknowledge there are 

* many authorities to fupport it among the ancients. 
^ The word baptize doth certainly fignify immerfion, 

* abfoJute and total immerfion, in Josephus f, and 

* other Greek writers. But this word is in fome de- 

* gree equivocal ; and there are fome eminent Greek 

* fcholars who have aflerted that immerfion is not 

* cejfarily included in baptifm.’ Here our author ftops: 
but the Reviewer immediately proceeds as follows. 

* The examples pxoduced, however, do not exa6Uy 

* ferve the caufe of thofe who think that a few drops of 

* water' Iprinkled on the forehead of a child, conftitute 

* the eflence of baptifm. In the Septuagint it is laid, 
^ that Nebuchadnezzar was baptized with the dew of 

* heaven\ and in a poem attributed to Homer (call- 
^ ed) Tlie Battle of the Frogs and Micey it is faid, that 

* a lake was baptized with the blood of a wounded com- 

*batant. (EpcftTTTfTo i* 7rog(pv^iu).) A 

< queftion hath arifen, in what fenfe the word baptize 

< <;an be ufed in this pafiage. Doth it fignify immer- 

properly fo called ? Certaihly not : neither can 
« it fignify a partial fprinkling. A body wholly fur- 
^ rounded with a mill ; wholly made humid with dew; 

^ Vol, 11- SS.Limborch’s S}Jlem ofDiv, 13. II, Chap. xxii. 
Scj6t- ii. Jones's Tranflat. f See References to paffaj^cs (Hud- 
son's Edit.) ill Padoba^. Exam. Ve\i. l.p. 53 . 

^ or 
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^ or a piece of water fo tinged with and difcoloured by 

< blood, that if it had been a folid body and dipped in- 

* to it, it could not haye received a more fanguine ap- 
^ pearance, is a very different thing from that partial 
‘ application which in modern times is fuppofed Aiffi- 
^ cicnt to conftitute full and explicit baptifm. The 

< accommodation of the word haptifm to the inftances 
‘ we have referred to, is not unnatural, though highly 

metaphorical ; and may be refolved into a trope Or 

* figure of fpeech, in which though the primary idea 
‘ is maintained, yet the mode of expreffion is altered ; 

* and the word itfelf is to be underlfood rather /?//«- 
‘ fwely than really ; rather relativelyjhi^^bfolutely. If 
‘ a body had been baptized or immerfed^ it could not 
‘ have been more wet than Nebuchadnezzar’s ; if a lake 
‘ had been dipped in blood, it could not have put on a 

* more bloody appearance.’ — Such are the ohfervatiom 
to which Dr. W. adverts, when h^ fays ; * After hav- 

ing made fome critical obfervations they add thefe re- 

* markable words : We have not yet feen any thing 
on this fubjeil that hath thoroughly fathjied us 

The following words, which conclude the Article in 
the Review^ are however equally remarkable, though 

< out of tendernefs to his caufe,’ perhaps, my <1t)ponent 
has not mentioned them ; but left his reader to fup- 
pofe that the fuffrage of the Reviewer is.againft us, 

* Hitherto the Antipaedobaptifts feem to have had the 
^ beji of thq argument, on the mode of adminiftering 

* the ordinance. The mojl explicit authorities are on 
‘ their fide. Their opponents have chiefiy availed them'- 
^ /elves of INFERENCES, ANALOGY, and DOUBTFUL 

* CONSTRUCTION — Some of our author’s readers, 
I doubt not, will be both difgufted and furprifed to 
fee the mutilated and partial reprefentation which he 
bas given of what the Reviewer faid on the fubjeft. 

* Vol. II, 366. t Rev* Vol, LXX p- 396. 
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Having aniipadverted on my opponent for his 
manifeftly partial quotations, I muft now vindicate 
myfelfi refpeiling a fimilar charge^ When, indeed, 
I refle£l on the multitude of quotations produced in 
my book ; how eafy it is, through mere inadvertency, 
to mifreprefent an author; and that the following in* 
ftance is the only%ne with which I am direilly charg- 
ed by Dr. W, ; it reminds me of an obfervation 
made, on a fimilar occafion, by Dr. Waterland. 

^ I could not,* fays he, ‘ I think, have defired a fuller 

* tefiimony, from an adver&ry,* than this is, of my 

* fidelity in- t^ matter of quotations I might almoft 
^ fay, of care and exaftnefs beyond what I had cx- 
‘ pefted — But let us hear the complaint, which is 
thus exprefled. ‘ The cafe of Novatian, from 

* Eusebius, is very partially reprefented by our au- 
< thor, as if the whole fcruple. about his baptifm was 
lowing to the mode^^ whereas nothing can be more 

* evident than that the hiftorian fpeaks of his baptifm 

* degradingly on fever al other accounts.* To this re- 
mark he fubjoins a long quotation from an old tranf- 
lation of Eusebius, relating principally to the cha^ 
ta^er of Novatian, which does not concern the 
qucftion before us. For that qucftion evidently is ; 
Was the mere fprinkUng of water on a candidate con- 
fidered, in tliofe times,' as perfect baptifm ? Nuw re- 
lativeJto tins, our author*s quotation fays ; ‘ He [No- 
‘ vatian] fc<l into a dangerous difiafe ; and becaufe 
^ he was very like t'> die, was baptized in the bed 

where he lay, if it may h: termed a baptifm which he 
^ received ; for he obtained not after his recovery that 
which he fhould have done according unto the canon 

* of the church, to wit, confirmation by the hands of 

» Farihtr Defence of Ckrijl's Divinity^ p. 107. 

I * the 
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^ the biihop. Infomuch then a$ he obtained ntit that^ 
‘ how came he by the Holy.Ghoft * 

The following is^the paflage, a$ introduced, aitd 
quoted by me. That learned and laborious enquirer 
Dr. Wall, could find no inftance of pouring, or of 
fprinkling, prior to the cafe of Novatian; which 
cafe is thus deferibed in Eusebiu^. ‘ He feu into a 
‘ grievous diftemper, and it being fuppofed that he 
‘ would die, immediately he received baptifm, being 
‘ hefprinkled with water on the bed whereon he lay, 
‘ if that can b*e termed baptifm.* Thus far I quoted 
*the Letter of Cornelius to Fabius, in Eusebius: 
to which I will now add the immediately following 
words, which are thefe : * Neither [not for] when 
‘ he [Novatian] had efcaped that ficknefs, did he 
‘ afterwards receive the other things which the canon 
* of the church enjoineth fhould be received: nor 
*he fealed by the bilhop*s impofition of hands ; which 
‘ if he never received, how did he receive the Holy 
‘ Spirit t?’ — To the quotation from E)usebius, as it 
appears in my Padobaptifrn Examined^ I added the note 
of Valesius on the paflage, which is as follows. 
‘ This word Rufinus very well renders 

^ perfufus^ befprinkled. For people which were fick, 
‘and' baptized in their beds, could not be dipped^in 
‘ water by the prieft, but were fprinkled with water 
‘ by him. This baptifm w^s thought imperfeft, and 
‘ not folemn for feveral reafons. Alfo they udio were 
‘ thus baptized, were called Clintci\ and, by the 
‘ twelfth canon of the Council of Neocefarea, thefe 
‘ Qinici were prohibited priefthood.’ — I produced the 
teftimony of Bp. Taylor alfo, which I will here 
give a little more at large. ‘ The cuftom of the an- 

* Vol. II. 176, 177. f Ecrlef , Hjfl , B. VI. Chap, xliii. 

Cambridge. 1683. 
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^ cicnt churches was^ not fprinkling, but immerfm^ in 
*puduance of the fenfe of the word in the commaiid- 

* ment, and the example of our blefled Saviour. Now 
^ this was of fo lacred account in their efteem, that 
♦*dicy didnot account it lawful to receive him into 
^ the clergy who bad been only fprinkled in bis bap* 
^tifm ; as we lefarn from the Epiftle of Corne* 

* WUS to Fabius of Antioch: It is not lawful that 

• he who was fprinkled in his bed^ by reafon of ficknefsy 

< ftmld he admitted into holy orders. Nay, it went 
^ further than this: they were not fure'that they were 

• rightly ^hriftened, yea or no, who were only fprink* 

<.Ied; ^ the fame Epiftle of Cornelius 

< ip Eusebius, iiysy(pny<tyuy ro¥ roiovrounXvifBuoti, 

* w^iiph Nicephoros thus renders, If at leaflfuch a 
^^inkling may be called haptijm. And this was not 
^fcpken in diminution of Novatus, and indignation 

^inft his perfon ; for it was a formal and folenm 

* queftion, made by Magnus to Cyprian, Whether 

• they are to be efteemed right Chrijiiansy who were 

• only fprinkled with water, and not wafhed or dipped? 

• He [Cyprian] anfwers, that the baptifai was 

* good,, when it was done in the cafe of necejjity ; God 

^ pardotiipg and neceflity compelling the rea- 

der now judge, whether that ‘ competent and unex- 
•^ceptionable witnefs,’ Bp. Taylor, have not vindi- 
cated me from the imputation of my opponent* 

Still fuither to fupport the caufe of afperfion he 
earneftlv maintains, that the word baptize^ in its New 
Teftament and legiflative ufe, means to purify 5 that the 
wptifin of John was a JewiJh purification ; and thatbap- 
tifm, as appointed by our Lord, is the Chrijiian purifi- 
::ation. Relpeiling thebaptifm of Johnhefays:*Itmaybe 
confidered as a final znd general purification performed 
^ Fir Map, Eram.p, 143, 144. firft Edit. Or, Vol. I. p.293» 
ao/,. fecond Edit. buhtant, B. III. Chap. iv. p. 644- 
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® by John as the laji That he difcharged his 

‘ office as a purifying pri^ to the thoufands of lfrae 4 
« fee A£ts the nineteent|j.’ He alfo thus interrogates and 
replies : ‘ What was the nature of that rite of which 
^ John was the appointed adminiftrator ? I anfwer, 
‘ It was a yewijh cleanfing^ or ceremonial purification* 
‘ There were divers haptifms in ufe among the 
‘ Jews, [and therefore] we ought not to confider 
‘ John’s baptizations as any other than thefe yewijb 
‘ purifications and cleanfings^ any further than we are 
‘ neceffitated to* do fo from the New Teftament res- 
‘ cords — We conclude that John’s baptifm was one 
‘of the divers haptifms [Hebrews the j[ii nth and tenth] 
‘ before mentioned*.’ He denominates Chriftian 
baptifm, ‘ the Chriftian purification — ^purification hy 
‘ water-^2. ceremonial purification — and a ceremonial 
‘ purification by water 

How various and how oppofite are the views and 
the reprefentations of Dr. W., refpeefting the term 
baptifm ! One while, to baptize, is to tinge \ that is, 
to dyCi^ or to Jlain : and we have tinge^ tinge^ idngCy 
till his very ftyle receives a ftrong tintture from the 
reiterated ufe of the word. At another tirpe, to bap-* 
tize, is to purify j to cleanfe from pollutionf (pots, 
and ftains. Is the fubje<ft of baptifm confidered as fair 
with moral.qualifications, and jhiningvAffa relative ho- 
linefs ? to baptize, is to tinge y to fiain^ to communicate 
a colour. Is the candidate uncomely, as being pol- 
luted with ceremonial dfilefaent ? to baptize, is to pu^ 
rify 5 to cleanfe from ritual pollution, to purge out 
every ftain, and to tnake white as the virgin fnow. 
So admirably well fitted, according to our author, is 
his diftinftiofl between the philological ar\d legal fenle 

♦ Vol. I. 115, 116, 281, 282. f Vol. I. 225. VoL II. 14, 
161, 176, 227, 355. 
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of the word under confideration, to prove juft what 
you plcafe !— I’hat my opponent (hould, with fuch 
frequency and fuch confidence, reprefent John as a 
purifying prieft, and his baptifm as a JewiJh cleanfing^ 
is really furprifing ! Of thefe things he fpeaks with 
as much familiarity, and as much afliiraike, as if they 
. were inconteflriftly contained in Scripture, and univer- 
fally allowed fails. Whereas, for any thing I per- 
ceive, he might with equal propriety have called the 
Baptift a facrificing prieft, and his baptifm an expia- 
tion. 

That the baptifm of John was a JewiJh pur ificationy 
he endeavours to prove by comparing the language 
of the LsHptiftjwith an eminent prediilion ofMalachi. 
That prophet, when foretelling the appearance of 
Chrift, fays : He is like a rejiner^s fire^ and like fullers 
fope. He Jhall fit as a refiner and purifier offilvcr : 
and he Jhall purify the fons of Leviy ard purge them as 
gold and filver. Dr. W., having produced the text, 
fays: ‘ In perfeil conformity to this prophetic palT- 

* age, and, it Ihould feem, with a defigned and direft 

* reference to it*, that very meflenger [John the Bap- 
> tift] fays of his Lord, whofe way he was preparing, 
‘ He Jhall baptize you with (fv, in, hy^ or by means of) 

* fire. Hence we may gather that John’s primary 

* idea under the word baptize was not to plunge^ but 

‘ to purify f .’ What an argumvent ! ivJ alachi foretels 
that the Meffiah fhould purify the foiiS qf Levi. The 
Baptift, fpeaking of the fame illulL lous Perfonage, 
fays; He fijall baptize you in the Holy Spirit and fire* 
Therefore, the venerable ‘ John’s primary idea under 
‘the word baptlzoy' wds io purify!^— But were it 
granted^ f>r the fak ’ of argument, that purification 
was, in John’s the primary idea ; yet, while it 

• Mai. iii. i, 3. Mark i. 2, 3, 4. f Vol. II. 12. Nch\ 

appears 
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appears from the Mofaic ritual, that purification was 
frequently performed by bathings or wafhing the whole 
body\ while the hiftopr of John’s miniftry evidently 
ftiovvs, that he baptized in Jordan — into (ik) Jot^ 
IN Enon* \ and while common fenfe for- 
bids our fuppofing, that cither he or the candidate 
weht/«^o a river, merely to ufe a f?\v drops of water 
in the way of pouring or of fprinkling ; that latitude 
.of admini it ration for whith our author pleads, would 
not be proved on the ground of Johii’s practice. Be- 
fides, as the eipreflions, He j])all baptize you in the 
Holy Spirit and Jire^ are manifeftly allufive and meta-. 
phorical \ fo my opponent’s inference makes that al- 
lufive and metaphorical fenfe of the term, the ftandard 
of its literal and proper meaning: which is contrary 
to juft criticifm, and to •legitimate interpretation f. 

Nor, were he able to prove that‘‘ John’s primary 
‘ idea under the word baptifm, was not to plunge but 
* to purify,’ would it follow, that the ordinance admini- 
ftered by him was a Jewljh purificatio:! J or one of ' 
thofe divers baptifms^ and carnal ordinances^ mentioned 
in the Epiftle to the Hebrews: becaufe, in the Evan- 
gelical Hiftory, there are evident marks of his bap- 
tifm being a new appointment. Had the ordinance 
he adminiftered been an old, eftablifhed rite of Ju- 
daifm, why was he in particular furnamed the BaptiJij 
or the Baptl^er^ in diftin<ftion from others of the 
prieftly line ? How came it, if our author’s hypothe- 
fis be well Younded, that the priefls and Levites, when 
Tent by the Jews to John, addrelTed him in the follow- 
ing manner ; IVhe art thou ? JVhy baptize/} thouy 
theny if thou be not that Chrijly nor EliaSy neither that 
Prophet ? The emphafis of the latter query evidently 

* Mark i: 5, 9. Matr. in. 6, 13 — 16. John iii. 23. f 
raU'jbap. Exam, Vol. 1. p. 44,45, 57, 58, 59, 98 — 1^3, 273. 

lies 
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lies on the word baptizcjl : for whidi, on the flip- 
pofition of my opponent, there is no perceivable rea- 
fon. Thofe priefts and Levites appear, by their lan- 
guage, to have expefted, that whenever the MefHah, 
or his harbinger, fliould come among them, new rites 
rf worfliip would be introduced. But, not confider- 
ing John as that Elias whofe coming was predicted 
by Malachi, they could not difeern the authority by 
which the Son of Zacharias afled, in the adminiftra- 
tion of a rite not known to their fathers. 

Were the opinion of our author defenfible, we might 
with propriety confider the baptifm of John as clafled 
by Paul am^ong thofe beggarly elements^ and carnal or^ 
dinances^ that were impofed on the Jewifli church un^ 
til the time of reformation and no longer. Yet, ac- 
cording to my opponent, part of thofe beggarly ele- 
ments and carnal ordinances is continued, notwith- 
ftanding the arrival of that happy period. But is there 
any warrant in the New Teftament, for confidering 
the baptifm of John as reprefented by Paul in fo degrad- 
ing a light ? Is not fuch an idea quite foreign to the 
fentiments of Chriftians in general ? — Had the baptifm 
adminiftcred by John been one of the ancieht purifi- 
cations, fc is natural to fuppofe that all his difciples muft 
have been rebaptized^ previous to their admiffion into 
the Chriftbn church. But that this was the cafe, 
Dr, W., I think, will not affirm. — The caufes of le- 
gal pollution among the Jews frequently occurred ; 

therefore they often had recourfe to the fame pre- 
foribed modes of purification. What reafon, then, can 
be affigned, if John’s baptifm was a Jewifli, ceremonial 
purification, that it was not frequently repeated, as o- 
ther modes of purification were.? To fay it was a 
general^ a national^ and an extraordinary purification, 

^ Gal. iv. 9. Heb. ix- 10. 
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as our author does, is mere ipfe dixit^ and Inconfiftent 
with his own aflertion. For he maintains, as we have 
already feen, that it was a Jewifh cleanfing, and one of 
thofe divers baptifms which are mentioned by Paul to 
the Hebrews. 

Again : If John confidercd the baptifm which hfe 
adminiftered, as a Jewifh, ceremoni^ purification, all 
thofe whom he baptized miift have been viewed hf 
him, at the time of adminiflration, as legally unclean : 
and as our author maintains, that the venerable admj-» 
niftrator baptized a great number of infants, they alfo 
muft have been regarded by him, as the fubjefts of 
ceremonial impurity, whether females, or circumcifed 
males. For we cannot fuppofe he would clmnfe thofe, 
whom he confidered as having no defilement ; or pU’^ 
rify thofe who, in his eftimation, had no impurity. 
But of ceremonial pollution were Jewifh infants 
in general ever confidered as the fubjefts ? and where^ 
in the laws of Mofes, do we find a •ritual purificatioa 
of this kind appointed for them ? It fliould feem, there** 
fore, that the baptifm of John was, either a new infti- 
tution ; or that it was not a ceremonial purification i 
or, finally, that infants were not partakers of it—AH 
the Jewifh people who laboured under any ritual po- 
lution were, for the time being, fecluded from thfc 
fan*£fuary worfhip, and in various cafes, from focial in** 
tercourfe with their neighbours. But is •there any 
reafon for us to imagine that this was the cafe with 
each individual whom John baptized ? Such a fuppo-* 
fition would be, to the laft degree, wild and extrava-' 
gant. 

Further: That the ordinance which John adminif- 
tered was a pofitive rite of the ancient Jewifh religion, 
is inconfiftent with one of ourauthor^s principles of ar- 
gumentation. The principle to which I advert is, 

with 
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with the moft confident air, thus exprefled. ‘ I beg 

* leave to demand ON£ instance out of all the nu- 

* merous precepts, which Mr. B. calls pofitlvey deliver- 

* ed by Mofes to the chofen ^tribes, that required iii 

* the fubjeil a diferiminating moral qualification 
Now, if tills confident demand be founded in faft, the 
baptifin of John« could not be one of thofe legal puri- 
fications to which the Jews had been fo long accuf- 
tomed, but muft have been a new inftitution. Becaufe 
it is manifeft, nor can my opponent deny it, that the 
Baptift required repentance^ and fruits evidencing re- 
pentance, as qualifications for the inftitute which he 
adminiftered f . For, that the cotifejjion of fin, repent ance^ 
and fruits*iiicet for repentance^ come under the denomi- 
nation of ‘ diferiminating moral qualifications,’ all the 
world will acknowledge. — Again : He tells us, That 

* the baptifm of John — was a rite appertaining to the 

* legal difpenfation, inftituted by God the Father for the 

* ufe of the Jews alone, for a Jhort time^ to prepare 

* them for the kingdom of the Meffiah then approach- 

* ing, as by an extraordinary general purification, at- 

* tended with fuitable infiruflions and exhortations to the 
^ people, and performed by John ^imfelfx* — Oncemore ; 
When fpeaking of Jefus Chrift, and with reference 
to his teing baptized by John, he fays : ‘ It is highly 

* probable that he [Chrift,] as the Lord of ceremonies^ 
^ (as well ‘as of the fabbath^) fliould appoint and fub^ 

* mit to one baptifm — Now, omitting his inadver- 
tency in firft reprefenting God the Father^ perfonally, 
and then Jefus Chrift^ SiS appointing the baptifm of 
John ; I would appeal to my reader, Whether this lan- 
guage be not naturally adapted to convey the idea of 
that baptifm being a new inftitution ? For if it was 

Vol. I. 74. f Matt. iii. 6 — ii J Vol. I, xi8. 

§ Vol. II. 13. Note. See alfop. 16, 17. Note. 
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one of the ancient purifications, what propriety is there, 
or what meaning can there be, in thefe expreffions ; 
Chrijl APPOINTED and fubmittcd to one haptifm-^God 
the Father injlituted it for a short time — to PREPARE 
the yews for the kingdom of the Mrffiah THEN approach^ 
ing — »as by an extraordinary general purified^ 
tion — attended with fuitahle \^i^%A}CTlom^and 
performed hy John himself? 'I'o which of diofe 
divers baptifms^ mentioned by Paul, do thefe charac- 
teriftics agree ? Or muft we defert the etymological^ 
and have recourfe to a legal^ fenfe of thefe various qic- 
preiEons ? For, as to common fenfe, I am perfuaded, 
it can affix no meaning to them, that. will agree to an 
old Jewifh rite. 

^ Once more : If the ordinance which John adminif* 
tered was a Jewifh ceremonial purification, and if 
^ John’s primary idea under the word baptize was to 

* purify,’ as our author maintains ; jn what light muft 
we confider his adminift ration of baptifm to Jesus 
Christ ? Every kind of purification fuppofes pollu^ 
tion to be removed, of fome fort or other ; for where 
there is no degree of defilement, there can be no cleans- 
ing. Did our Lord, then, under a convidfion of being 
ceremonially defiled, and unfit fpr fancluary ^orlhip, 
apply to John for purification ? Or did the Son of 
Zacharias confider his application in that light ? No- 
thing like it appears in the language, either of Chrift, 
or of John ;,nor is any thing more foreign to the hlf- 
tory of our Lord’s baptifm, as recorded by the Evan- 
gelifts.— Of this cogent objection againft the novel 
hypothefis, our author was not unmindful ; as appears 
by the following words, ^ It may be afked, How can 

* the idea o( purification be applied to Chrift ? I ani 
‘ fwer, Hfith the fame propriety as to any other Hebrew* 

* F or, as it would be no-derogation of his moral and dl- 
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* vine charafter to fuppofe kirn capable of ceremonial 
‘ impurities as well as any other Jew, fuch as follow- 
« ed the touch of a corps, a hone, and fo on (See Numb. 

• xix.) j fo it would be no impropriety to allow, that 

* he might be purified — It is highly probable that he, 
♦as the Lord of ceremonies (as well as of thefabbath) 

♦ fhouIJ appoint^md fubmit to one baptifm, as a gene- 

♦ ral fubftitute for all ceremonial purifications 

Chrijl was capable of ceremonial impurity, like any 
other few* But is this a faSl, or a rajh, ungrounded 
a^ertion ? If the former, he was dipable of being 
rendered unfit, not with {landing his perfedi ‘moral pu- 
rity, for the temple worfhip : and mull, like the Jews 
in common, while fuch impurity continued, lie under 
the law of cxclufion from a participation in that wor-* 
fhip, forthe fpace of feveiiMaysf. Now, reader, is 
this credible ? But, ‘ he that can believe it, lef feim/ 
•^Capable of impurity, by touching a corpfe, or a hu^ 
man bone. Our Lord touched the bier, on which a 
icorpfe lay ; he touched a fupplicating loathfome leper i 
and he permitted a difeafed woman to touch the fringe 
of his garment J. Now, in each of thefe cafes, any 
other Jew mufl unavoidably have contracted ceremo- 
nial im'purity. But was it fo with our Lord ? There 
is not the leaft appearance of any fuch thing ; nor do 
IVecolIeCl any writer whatever, 'except my opponent, 
who feems to have entertained the lerfl fufpicion of 
that kind, but quite the reverfe. I will prefent the 
reader with a few inftances that have occured to ob- 
fervation. 

Thus Mr, Henry : ^ There was a ceremonial pol- 

♦ lution contracted by the touch of a leper ; but Chrift 
^ would Ihow that, when he converfed with finners, he 

* Vol. II. 13. Note, f Numb. xix. ii, 12, 13. t Luke 
tii. 14, Matt, Yiii, 3. and ix. Z9. 
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* was in no danger of being infected hj them — He 
< came and touched the hier^ or coffin, in or upon which 

* the dead body lay; for to hhn it would be no pollu^ 

‘ thn*,* — Bp. Hall : The patient laboured of—a 
^ difeafe, that had not more pain than fhame, nor more 
‘natural infirmity than legal impurity — She was a* 

‘ Jewefs, and therefore well knew th^t her touch was, 

‘ in this cafe, no better than a pollution, as hers, pcr- 
‘ haps, but not of Him, For — the Son of God was not 
‘ capable of impurity f.’ — To this agrees that of Paul 
concerning our ^reat High-priefl: ; Holy^ harmlefs^ 
UNDEFILED, fcparote from finners^ and made higher 
than the heavens \ who needeth not daily^ as thofe high 
priejis^ to offer up facrifice^frji for his owi\ fins^ and 
thin for the people* sX* Harmlcfs^ undefiled. Thus 
Dr. Owen, on the place ‘ The one is, he did noevU 
‘ in himfelf ; the other, that he contraMed none from* 
‘ any thing elfc, nor from any perfons with whom he 
‘ converfed — Many things might befcil the high priefts 
‘ of old, whereby they might be legally defiled, and fo 
‘ rendered uncapable for the difeharge of the office— 

‘ But no fuch thing was our High pritft liable unto, 

‘ either from himfelf, or from converfe with others. 

‘ As he was unconcerned in [polluting] ceremonials, 

‘ fo [he was complete] in all moral obedience ; fTothrng 
‘ could affix on him either fpot or blemijh — Whereai 
‘ it was his delign and work to fanftify and cleanfe his 
< church — ^how had he been meet to attempt or effeft. 
‘ this work, had not he himfelf been every way unde- 
‘ filed ?' — JVlr. Duncan : ‘ He [Chrift] not only was 
‘ to do no evil, but to contradf no pollution from thofe? 
‘ he converfed with /whiA is the meaning of the— 
‘ qualification undefiled^ This was a neceflary quaK- 

* On Matt. viii. 5. and Luke vii. 14. f Contemp, on 
New Tcfi, B. IV. Cont. vii. See Dr. Whitby, on Matt. viiL 
3. :J; Heb. vii. 27. 
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* Acationof the high-prieft of old, who was ftill to be 

* legally clean"*/ — Thus Dr. Whitby : ‘ Undefikd by 
the impurities of others/ — Dr. Doddridge : ‘ tZ//-' 

«^//Kf^<Jbyother£.’*-Mr. R aw lin: ‘Though [Chrill j 

* pafTed tlirough a finful world— yet he contraded no 

* manner of defilement from any perfon, or thing what- 
‘everf/ — Abp.,, Usher : ‘In himfelf [Chrift] is 
‘ holy. To other?, harmlefs and innocent, IJndefiled 
‘ of others, or of any thing. In all which he differeth 
‘ from [the priefts^ of the hoiife] of Aaron ; for they 
‘[were] neither holy in themfelves,^ nor innocent; 

* neither undefile J, but polluting and being |X)Iluted 
‘by others J.’ — ^Dr. Guyse ; Chrift ‘ was never tain t- 
‘ ed with the leaft pollution in heart or life, nor defiled 
‘ by means of other perfons or things (as the legal 
‘.priefts were) to interrupt l>im in the performanceof 
‘his facerdotal office §/ Thus thefeparaphrafts, com- 
mentators, and learned authors. 

Chrift wdi capeible of ceremonial impurity^ hy touch-- 
ing a corpfcy or a bone. Muft we, then, consider our 
Lord, when he came from Galilee to Jordan ||, as la- 
bouring under thi;t fpecies of ceremonial defilement, 
and as cleanfed from it by the baptifm of John ? No- 
thing lefs. For, had he been fo polluted, not the 
water of Jordan, but the xvater of feparation^ preferib- 
cd by divine lawf, muft have been the mean of his 
purification. — Befides, legal pollution fuppofes, in the 
fubjeft of it, iw^r<7/ impurity, of which it is an emblem: 
nor have we any more ground for concluding that our 
Lord, at the time of his baptifm, was legally unclean^ 
than we have to imagint: that he, on that occafion, 
profefled repentance.^Dr, W. has charged our feriti- 

h 0;f Hcb vii. 26. f On ynJUJlctUicn^ p. 130, 131. 
Glafgow Edit. J Bodv of Drmmtv, p. 171. Kdif. 

§ On Heb. vii. 26. See Gbotius, Braumus, aiid Ben* 
OELius, in he. il Matt. iii. 13. f Numb. xix. 9 — 22. 
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ments, relative* to the proper fubje^ls of baptifm, with 
favouring cf the ‘ Socinian leaven;’ of which we are 
not aware. Hut 1 may venture an appeal tQ the 
reachr, Whether, in his awn favourite expreffion, this 
notion of my opponent be not pretty ftrongly tingtd 
with Ih nething of that kind? I moft fincerely acquit 
him, however, of having anyfuch intention; and con-^ 
fider his coiidufl, in this refpeil, as rcfjlting merely 
from the prelliiig neceilities of that caufe which he de- 
fends. For the modern pra£tice of fpr inkling muft 
be fupported. 'Fo this end, baptifm, as adminiftered 
by John, and commanded by Chrift, muft be confi- 
dered in the light of a ceremr.ilal punfication. But 
this* will not correfpond with our Lord himfelf being 
baptized, unlefs, while couverfant among men, you 
pronounce him liable to^ ceremonial pollution, by 
touching a corpfe^ a bone^i and in 1 know not how 
many other ways — equally liable as any other Hebrew ! 
^Fhus the grand principle on which i'aul proceeds in 
his Epiftle to the Hebrews, in proving the fingu- 
lar pre-eminence of our Lord’s Ferfon and priefthood, 
in comparifon with thofc of Aaron and his fuccelTors; 
is obliged, in this inftance, to give way to the exi- 
gences of Infant fprinkling ! I may here, however, 
adopt our author’s own expreflions, relative ft an- 
other cafe, and fay ; ‘ Before we accede to fuch a [fen- 

• timent,J is it not proper to paufe— to paufa again— 

• and to enquire with holy alarm ; On what ground**’ 
it is that we cm bejuftiiicd, inreprefenting the Holy 
One of God as having no prerogative above the Jews 
in common, with regvd to the neceffity of ceremo- 
nial purification? * 

One baptifm a general fuhftitute for all ceremonial 
purifeatiom* But to whom will this very extraordi- 

• VoL X* 32Q1L 3.1 1. 
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mrypofttion apply ? To our Lord only ? -by no means, 
for thcTcafons juft produced. — To the Jews m gene- 
rsi of thofe times ? far from it. For they, previous 
10 the death of Chrift, were tfnder the fame obligation 
to ufe the old ceremonial purifications, after John be- 
gan to baptize, as they were before he appeared a- 
mong them. That baptifm, therefore, could not be a 
fubjiitute for all thofe purifications : becaufe it is ab- 
ford to fpealt of one rite being a fubftitute for man)\ 
while the latter are prefent, in full force, and in a£tual 
ufe. — ^To Chrtftians of every age, and of every coun- 
try? Neither will the pofition apply here; except 
the Paedobaptifts in general be under a grofs miftake, 
in reprefenting’ baptifm as coming in the place of cir- 
cumcifion. Becaufe it is incongruous to imagine, that 
it flxould be a fubftitute for the one as well as the o- 
ther, their nature and their defign being fo very dif- 
ferent. Nor has my opponent any more ground toi 
conclude, that baptifm was intended as a fubftitute, 
either for the legal purifications, or for circumcifion ; 
than he has to afiert, that the holy fupper is a fubftitute 
for all the Jewlfti offerings, whether they were propi- 
tiatory, or euchariftical. Befides, it has not yet been 
proved that baptifm, whether as adminiftered by John, 
or by 'the difciples of Chrift, is juftly denominated a 
ceremonial purification* 

Dr. W. perhaps may fay: Though it were admit- 
ted that the baptifm of John was a nkw inftitution, it 
might notwithftanding be properly confjdered as a ri- 
tual Jewifti cleanfing. On foppofition of fuch a plea, I 
would anfwer by demanding} Whether, in the New 
Teftament, it be ever confidered in that light ? Whe- 
fecr any new legal defilement had arifen among the. 
Jews, which rendered it necelTary for a new purifica- 
tion to be appointed ?■— a fpecics of impurity, for the 

removal 
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removal of which the Mofaic inftitutes had not proA'id- 
ed r And, whether this be not mere hypothefis, in- 
vented to fapport a tottering caufe ? I will add, the 
aflertions of my opponent, refpeding that ordinance 
which John aininiftered, are little ftiort of a dire£l: 
contract i 6 li()n to the divine teftiinony: which repre- 
fents it, not as a Jewifli ceremonial pwijication^ but as 
the baptifm of repentance for the renfijfion of fins By 

which emphatical denomination we arc taught, that 
the attention of its proper fubjefts (the cafe of our 
Lord alone excepted) was direfted, not to the remov^ 
al of ceremonuil'impimty^ but to the pardon nf their of- 
fences through divine grace. — But fuppofing it were 
granted, that John’s baptifm was a ceremonial purifi- 
cation, it would not thence follow tJnit he .prac^ifed 
either pouring or fprinkling. For our author hlmfelf, 
in concurrence with divuie Revelation, fpcaks of John 
‘baptizing penitent finners in Jordan and Enonf/ 
I'hat he eHewhere contradicts this, and by fo doing is 
^ plmnp agaInfF himfclf, is alloweJ: but that this rc* 
prefentation of John’s practice agrees with immerfion 
only, all the world I think m.ufl: admit. For where do 
we read, in the hiftory of baptlfmal praflicc, or when 
did we hear, cither of Dr, W., or any other adminftra- 
tor^ fprinkling or pouring water on the ful^ect in a 
river ?. No; when my opponent intends to fprinkle an 
infant, he never, I prefume, thinks of going to any river 
for that purpofe : but confiders it quite fufficient, 
whether in a private houfc, or in a place of public 
worfliip, his fingers in a bafin of water, or, at 

inoft, to ‘ even his hand.’ 

But neither our*author, nor his caufe, can be fatls- 
fied with confidering and reprefenting the baptifm of 
* Marki, 4, f I^ote onSociall<cri:>h}}^^ C)S. 

P John 



3H Meaning of the Words [Chap. V. 

John as a ceremonial purification \ for he frequently 
infifts, and his caufe demanded it, that Chrijiian bap- 
tifm, is the Chrijiian purification — purification by 
WATER a CEREMONIAL purification — ^and, a CE- 
REMONIAL PURIFICATION WATER — as before 

obferved. But whether this language of the Mofaic 
Difpenfation, and thefe Jewifh “ideas, be juft and pro- 
per, admit of a query; as the following particulars per- 
haps may (how. 

To reprefent the term baptize as meaning to purU 
fy-i and the word baptifm as denoting purification^ is 
inevitably attended with abfiirdity in language. Let 
us make an experiment on Dr. W.’s own phrafeology, 
by fubftituting purify^ purified-^ purifying^ and purifi-^ 
ration ; for.baptizey baptized^ baptizing^ baptifinaly and 
baptifin^ as ufed by himfelf. That verbal fubftitution 
admitted, he fpcaks as follows: ^Purified into this 
‘ union — every perfon purified into ChriJ}^ is purifi- 
‘ ed into hh life — ^jrurification into the name — pu- 
5 rifled into [C/;;;f//] at large — purifying puri- 
^ ficati on was familiarly known to the Jews — purifica-- 
‘ tion is a Chriftian ordinance, which implies a cere^ 

‘ monial purification — ^and fo on. — The fame 
fubftitution of terms continued, other eminent Pasdo- 
baptifts will be reprefented as expreffing themfelves in 
a fimilai^ manner. Thus, for inftance, Mr. Henry 
would fay; ‘ We are by our purifying covenant o» 
‘ bliged to ijnortlfy fin — A Chriftian is by purification 
* BURIED with Chrift f*’ Waterland : ‘ The 
‘ faith [which perfons] have been purified into 
Dr. Owen: ‘ We are purified into the name of 
‘ Jefus Chrift — SociNUs, into whofe name [the Re- 

^ Vol, I, 133, 13 f;, 159? 193- Vol. II. 231, 369; f (^ot- 

(Hi by \)\\ W, Vt'b li. iS;. I Imporiar.ce of oflrini- 
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‘ formed churches in Poland] have all — ^been purifed^^ 

‘ There are thoufands in the Papacy, and among the 
‘ Reformed churches, that ace wholly purified into 
* their [the Socinians] vile opinions and infidelity — He 
‘ [ChriftJ was pained, as a woman in travail to be de- 
‘ livercd, to come to be purified in his own blood* J 
Dr. Doddridge : ^ Have you — fo fitter an indifFer- 
‘ encc to the honour of that Redeemer, into whofe 
‘ religion you were purified f ?’ Mr. Henry's Con- 
tinuator: ^ All thefe — are — purified into the 
‘ Chrillian faith!!;.' Mr. Rogers: ‘Let us rcfleft 
‘ that we are — purified into an irreconcilable enmity 
‘ with fin, the world, and the devil §.* How awk- 
ward and how abfurd is this way of fpeaking ! and yet 
fearedy any thing is more common among Psedo- 
baptifts, when they are fiot exprefsly defending the 
practice of pouring or fprinkling, than for them to 
fpeak oi hQ\ng baptized into this, that, or the other. 
Thus we arc taught, by their own*phrafcology, that 
the prepofition into,, naturally and properly connefts 
with the word baptize \ and it is equally apparent that 
it will not Conned^: with the term purify. 

Dr. W., however, has endeavoured to prove, by an 
induftion of particular inftances, that the itvm%J>urify^ 
purifying^ purified^ and purification^ anfwer to the word 
baptize^ and its derivatives, wherever the one or the 
other of them is found in the New Teftament. That 
the term when ufed as a fubftitute for baptize^ 

will in many, cafes make fenfe^ and read agreeably, is 
allowed j but fo will the words and fprinkkj which 
ncverthelefs my opponent rejects, as being improper : 

• On the Perfon of Chrifl, p. 159. Myjloy of ihe Gofpsl rindf- 
Pref. p. XV, Ixiii, p. 515. -f* Sermons to Young Per fans, 

Serm. I. p, 29, Edit. 4th. J On 2 Tim. iii. § In 

joHNsox’s DifUonary^ under the Word Baptize. P^Map, 
Kui.yj. VuL I. p. 98, 100. 
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and I hope to prove, in the following paragraphs, that 
the idea conveyed by his favourite word purify^ is on 
various accounts extremelv erroneous. 

Dr. W., in that indu;ilioii of particular pafTages 
from the New Teftament which he has made, rela- 
■tive to the word hapti^zc^ uniformly contrafts his cho- 
•fen verb topurify^\^\i\\ the term plunge ; as if that had 
been the expreflion moft commonly ufed by us. But 
this, notwithfl-anding his boafted candour, is very un- 
fiiir. For he knows that it is not the verb to plunge^ 
but the word immerse, that is ufually adopted by 
us on this occafion. He alfo knows that the term 
PLUNGE, does not fignify merely to inmierfe j but fud-- 
denly and violently to immerfe: for which reafon we do 
not think it the moft eligible word by which to ren- 
der the enabling term baptlt^e. On the verb active, 
to plunge^ Dr. Johnson fays; ‘ This word, to what 
‘aeftion foever it be applied, commonly expreftes either 

* violence and fuddenntfs in the agent, or dijlvcfs in the 

* patient.' Now it ftiould feem that, for this very 
reafon, my opponent made choice of the term plunge^ 
rather than immerfc, or dip ; in order to give a ri- 
diculous air to our fentiment and pra6lice. . 

Our*, author, as we have before obferved, maintains 
that the particle in the law of baptifm, fignifies 
INTO : in which we have the happinefs to agree with 
him. It IS highly reafonable therefore to conclude, 
that the prepofilion muft retain its natural, proper, and, 
as Dr. W. has taught us, its legal fignification, in thofc 
paffages of the New 'Feftament where baptifm is men- 
tioned. But what propriety or fenfe is there in repre- 
fenting the Evangelift Mark and the Apoftle Paul 
fpeaking thus? Jefus was pxsKi^i^^ofJohn^ nt, in- 
to Jordan — So ?nany of us as were purified, ik, 
INTO Jfus Chrift-i were purified’^ into his death 

Puri- 
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—Purification, sir, into death — Purified, 
INTO one body — /is many of you as have been purifiedy 
into Chrtjl^ have put ' on Chrijl, Is not this 
forip of expreffion, (and inltances might have, been 
rauitipIicJ) to ufe the language of Dr. W., a ^ grating 
‘ iinpropi icty — xprepo/lerous conduct — an unparalleleeb 
‘ abufe of languaj^e'*?’ 

To free this mode of expreffion from the nbfurdity 
which attends it, he alters our common Verfion, and 
reprefents John as purifying at (not in, £i/>) Jordan : 
nay, he wculd perfnade his reader that the particle Ejf, 
when connefted with Jordan^ means neither into^ nor 
///, but AT. Jefus was hapti%rd^ uc, at Jordan f .. 
He alfo reprefents John as purifying^ at Enoti-y 
and Philip, with the Eunuch, as goings down both into 
‘(«f, ady vel Wy to, or towards) the water J/-— 
On the contrary, in order to expofe the pra£lice of 
immerfion to ridicule, he retains our vulgar I'ranfla- 
tion, becaufe it gives that improper turn to the particle 
£v, which Dr. Campbell fo fevercly cenfures. Thus, 
for inftance, he unfairly reprefents our fentiment and 
practice as giving the following turn to various paf- 
fages; I plunge you^ with water — bid he Jhall 
plunge youy fv, with Holy Ghojl, I indeed plunge 
you WITH water (v^ar*) ; but~he /hall plunge you 
WITH [EN TTuivfjLocTi the Holy Ghoji and 
fre (xat Trvpi] §•> Here he very unfairly fupprefils 
the prepofitioii n/5 as connefted with TrkWfAocTi dyteo ; 
while he ^ives us and which have it not. 
— So in all other plaices of a fimilar kind, where our 
Tranflators have rendered that prepofition ‘ he 
retains it j without having the candour to acknowled^re. 


■ Vol. ir. 2>. f VoL II. 10, 14, 15. i Vol. 
' ^7> 0 VoL II. II, 16 
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that its native, proper, and moft ufual acceptation is 
in ; and that it is as thus underftood we connciS: the 
idea of immerfion with it. 

His favourite words, purify and purification^ make 
fomething worfe than a merely awkward appearance, 
in the following paflage. Are ye able to — be purifi- 
>:d with the purification that I am purified 
with ? — Te Jhall indeed — be PURIFIED with the PU- 
RIFICATION that I am purified ivith. To defend 
this novel and very extraordinary reprefentation of our 
Lord’s bitter fufferings, to which the words manifeftly 
relate, our author fays: ‘ Here feems to be implied 

* the idea of initiation as of profelytes, as alfo the fe-- 
‘ condary idea of being tried^ or put to the proof, at- 

* tending fome kinds of purification, as of metals by 
‘ the fire, cloth by the fulling mill, and fo on — But 
why the idea of initiation ? In our Lord’s baptifm by 
John, before he entered on his public miniftry, there 
may, perhaps, be fomething like initiation : but in his 
laft fufferings and "forrows, to which he here plainly 
adverts, the idea of his exit^ rather than of his initi^ 
aiion^ is very ftrongly fuggefted. Singularly ftrangc 
and extravagantly incongruous therefore muft it be, 
to compare die concluding feene of our Saviour’s vica- 
rious obedience and fufferings, with the commencement 
of a profeffed obedience to God, in the pretended pro- 
felyte baptifm among the Jews ! 

The agony and crucifixion of our Lord muft ne- 
ccflarily, however, be confidered as a purification. 
But from what was he purified by them? Not, if 
our author be right, from ceremonial pollution; for 
that he received long before his death, and once for 
all, from the hand of John. Was it, then, from per- 


* Vol. II. i4« Note. 
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fonal impurity of a moral kind ? my opponent will 
not aflert it. From what then ? Why, we muft in 
our ideas recur, either Jo the purification of metals by 
fire, or to that of cloth in a fulling mill. But even 
this looks very much like cleanfing from drofs, or from 
filth \ and therefore it will not apply. What then 
muft be done? Done ! why the caf(f is plain. There 
IS a ft'condary idea of purification, which muft here 
be adopted ; juid that is, to be trled^ or put to the 
proof. Then we muft confider the inexpreffible and 
overwhelming fuffcrings of Chrift, in the light of an 
experiment made on his purity, or on his fortitude; 
not as an atonement for fin — as a teji of his own ex- 
cellence ; not as an expiation of human guilt ! I had 
much rather have feenthis interpretation of the paflage 
in Dr. Priestley's writings, than in thofe of Dr. W. 
~77;^ purification that I am purified with. So, ac- 
cording to my opponent, fays the text. No ; replies 
his comment. It is the idea of initiation. Yet even 
this will not thoroughly anfwer. He muft, fomehow 
or other, obtain the ‘ fecondary idea of being iried^ or 
‘ put to the proof and then he will be completely fa- 
tisfied. — This brings to remembrance the following 
fayings of Dr. Waterland, refpefting the cpnduftof 
Arian opponents. ‘You are ftraiiiing hard for fomt odd^ 
^peculiar fenfe of the word creature^ or created ; which 
‘ is to be called the Scripture fenfe ; and^if this does 
‘ not relieve you all is loft — Religion — Is the only 
‘ fubje<3: iii*the world, wherein a man may dlfpute the 
^ moft certain, and moft indubitable proofs, and yet be 
‘ allowed to be in his fenfes 

Let us now fee how Dr. Campbell renders the 
paftage we have been confidering, and criticifes upon it. 

* Defence of ^eritSy Query XII, p. 195. Importance of 
Doll, ofl'rin. p. 400, 401. 
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Tfms, thcn^. that learned critic : ‘ Can ye drink of 

^fuch a cup as I 7mtjl drink ; or undergo an immer- 
‘ 5J10N hks that zuhich I imiji undergo ? The prlmi- 
^ tive flgm Mention of j95£7rTt(r^a<ai, is vmnerfton^ of 
** to ii'nmcrfcyplungi^oY overzuhthn. The noun 

‘ ought lifi er to be hnptifn^ nor the verb to 

‘ hapiiri\ but wlio.n employed in relation to a religious 
^ criOTiiOry, The verb fometiincs, and 

‘ fieiTrrm^ Vvhleli is fyi lo^tymoiis, often occurs, in the 
Septuagint and Apochryphal writings,, and is always 
‘ rendered in tiic i^ommon Vcrfion by one or other of 

* the!.' words, to dip ^ to p>lungr. When the 

* original c:tprcffic;n, therefore, is rendered in familiar 
language, .the re apj>ears nothing harfti or extraordi- 

‘ nary in the metaphor. Phrafes like thefe, to be over- 
‘ WHELMED zulth grief to Z'^jmmersed in affiiSiion^ 
‘ will be found common in moft languages Such 
is the tefllmony of this ‘competent and unexception- 

* able wItnefsP and, indeed, with regard to the mean- 
ing of the term haptifm^ he is quite uniform through- 
out his Tranfatitn of the Four Gofpelsy and his Notes 
upon them. 

Dr. W. infifts that no‘ two words in the Englifli 
•’ language are adequate^ to exprefs the exaft idea of 

* the Greek words j3oL7m^(o d,nd(ix7rri(rfAo;d Pic, how- 
ever, appeals to the reader, whether the terms purifea-^ 
cation^ dtdicaiion^ coufecratio??^ feparation to God, or 

* the like,’ be not more proper than hrunerfe^ and wz- 
merfion^l Nay, the terms to initiate^ and, in fome 
connc6lions,.t5 try^ to put to the proof are, according 
to our author, more happily adapted to exprefs the 
meaning of the word baptize^ than is the -verb to hn- 

■'* Tdrivifla of tb: Voztr Goff^rh.^ and Note hi he, f Vol. 

II. 22. IC>, 2:*, 2J. 

merfe* 
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merfc.-^Thsit his chofen terms are fufficiently remote 
from diredlly expreiEng the xiezoitmmerjion in water, 
is readily granted. But then it (hould be obferved, 
that both perfons and» things, under the Mofaic law, 
might be dedicated^ confccratedjfeparated to God, with- 
out the lead ufe of water: and yet Dr. W., as we 
have already feen, confiders the ufe of water as ejjen^ 
iial to that which is of a polltive nature in baptifm. 
As to the term purification^ which, on the whole, he 
prefers to any other word in the whole compafs of our 
language ; it feems to be here unhappily aflbeiated. 
For a fmall degree of refledHon will convince us, that 
as thoufands of the Ifraelites were purified from legal 
pollution, who were never in any peculiar fenfe initi- 
ated^ d dicated^ confiecrated^ ox fet apar’t to God; fo 
individuals among them were dedicated to Jehovah j 
when they had no particular need of being lej^aUy 
p?irified, Befidcs, though my opponent admit, that 
when a minifter of the word foiemnly intwerjes in 
water a fuitable fubjecl: for baptifiii, one fpecies of the 
Chriftian purification is perff)rmed ; yet he avers, that 
‘ we have not one fingle injlancr^ of one perfon’s dlp^ 
‘ ping another in water, [as a mode of ceremonial pu- 
‘ rification, j within the facred annals of four thoufand 
‘ years Confequcntly, cither v/hat hc#calls the 
Chriftian purification admits of greater variety in the 
mode of adminiftration than the Jewiihjiurifications 
did, when performed by a prieft; which is departing 
from his own rule : or elfe he is inconfiftent with 
himfelf, in acknowledging inimcrfion in the name of 
the Lord to be a fpecies of the Chriftian purification. 

He further infifts, ‘ That the words and 

‘ haptijhiy in the facramental fenfe of them, ought not 


* Vol. If. 169. 
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‘ to be changed for any other.* But it has already ap- 
peared, that what he calls the facra,rienial{en(e^ in dif- 
tin<9:ion from the native and proper meaning, is a mere 
fiftion; adapted tomiflead incautious readers, and the 
fubterfuge of a bad caufe. — Ought not to he changed. 
But why fo ? Is there any thing ficred, folemn, or 
important, in thofe terms, more than in others of the 
fame fignification V Or muft they be left untranflated 
becaufe their meaning is ahfolutely uncertain} — Fa- 
ther Simon, with a view to eftablifh the neceffity of 
tradition, as the foundation of all religious knov/ledgc, 
infifts; That ‘the greater part of the Hebrew words 
< [in the Old Teftament] are equivocal, and their fig- 

• nification entirely uncertain— There is always ground 

• to doubt,* fays he, ‘ whether the fenfe which [a tranf- 
^ lator] gives to the Hebrew words be the true fenfe, 
^ becaufe there are other meanings which arc equally 
•probable*.* — To which, among other things, Dr. 
Campbell replies : ‘ As to multiplicity of meanings 

• fometimes affixed lo fingle words, one would be at a 

• lofs to fay what tongue, ancient or modern, is moft 

• chargeable with this blemiffi. Any perfon accuf- 

• tomed to cqnfult Lexicons will readily alTent to what 
•I fey. In regard to Englifh (in which we kjiow it 

• is not i^npoffible to w^ite both unambiguoufly and 

• perfpicuoufly), if v^e recur to Johnson’s valuable 

• Diftionary for the fignification of the moft common 

• terms, botli nouns and verbs, and overlook, for a 

• moment, our acquaintance with the tongue, con- 

• firmed by long and uninterrupted habit, we fliall be 

• furprifed that people can write intelligibly in it, and 

• be apt to imagine that, in every period, nay, in every 

^ In Dr. Campbell’s Four Gojpets. Vol. I. Diflertation 

Jll. § 1. 

< line, 
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‘ line, a reader will be perplexed in fclccling the pro- 
‘ per, out of fiich an immenfe variety of meanings as 
*are given to the different words. In this view of 

* things the explanatidii of a fimple fentcncc will ap- 
‘ pear like the folution of a riddle.’ He adds, in a 
Note; ‘ To the noun word Johnson affigns twelve 
^ fignifications — to power thirteen-j-t<^ lixteen. 

‘ The verb to make has, according to him, fixty fix 
‘ meanings, to put eighty, and to take^ which is both 
‘ neuter and aftive, hiis a hundred and thirty four, 

* ITis is but a fmall fpecimen in nouns and verbs ; the 
‘ obfervation may be as amply illuftrated in other parts 
‘ of fpeech*.’ 

Our author proceeds: ‘ Would Mr. B.*have thefe 
‘ words, baptize^ and baptifrn^ uifearjed, provided our 
‘ prefent verfion were to* be changed for another 7iew* 

^ furhijhed\ and fome Engiilh words introduced, com- 

petent to exprefs their adequate idcaf?” As to 
that compound epithet new-fur bijb^d^ I (hall in filence 
admire its elegance : but with regard to his confident 
query I v/ould reply by demanding. Whether ^ocvti- 
and ^ocwTicrfMOf are to be confidered in the light of 
facred technical terms, which it is unlawful to tranf- 
late into any language? Or whether, like the Hebrew 
term ^elah^ they be of fuch an ahjlrufc and uncertain 
fignification, that the moft learned tranflators could 
never be fatisfied about their natural and pit)pex mean- 
ing ? That the G erman, the Dutch, the Danifh, and 
the Swedifh tranflators of the New Teftament, have 
all ‘ difearded’ the v/ords, and fubUrkuted others, which 
convey the idea of hnmerfion^ was fhowed in Padn^ 
haptifm ExaminedX'y and that the authors of the Welch 

* Ut fupraj § 10. t II. 27^ 28. J Vol. I. p. 
4 ^ 47 ? 
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Verfion have iireJ to ‘ Jifcaid* the u^ords baptize and 
haptijm^ our opponent bimfcif informs us Whether 
that Ver/ion was an old one, and new-furhi/hed by the 
Bricifh tran/Iators, this cleponen^ indeed hath notfuid; 
butthat they ventured to tranflatc the words in qiicflion, 
his teftimony is quite explicit.— Here, then, it is na- 
tural to a(k Dr. W., Whether the authors of thofe 
different Verfions 'are to be confidercd as guilty of any 
crime, before God or man, in tranflating thofe Greek 
words into their own languages ? Nay, it may be de- 
manded, whether lie'can produce a finglc inftance from, 
the Old or the New Telhiment, of any capital enabl- 
ing term in divine law being left imtr 'anjlated\ except 
the word Selah^ and fome other Hebrew terms in the 
T. itles of the Pfalms, come under that denomination? 
And whether, were he to ‘ ftiow his opinion,’ it could 
be proved, that any tranflators would have done right 
in leaving fuch enabling term untranflated ? V/hy, for 
t‘xample, were not the original terms, both in Hebrew 
and Gieek, for the znamt cinumcr/nn^ the pnffover, 
and fo on, retained, with Englifh terminations, in our 
co’Timon Verfion, as well as baptize and hapiifm ? My 
opponent will not, fiircly, affert, that it is of more im- 
portance for the mercKnglifh reader to know the mean- 
ing of thofe words, than of thefe. What fiibftantial 
rcafon can be produced for tranflators retaining the 
Greek term baptif/iy in the manner they have general- 
ly done’, rather than, with an Englifb termination, 
Huorifov^ whieh is the original name of our 
LoreVs fnpper ? I will add, why ifhould the command- 
ibg v/ord (SxTTTi^'etVt be retained many Verfion as it 
is, rath :r than (payrti' and 7rn*v, which are enabling 
terms m the Uw of the holy flipper ? Are not the 


# Vol, IT, 371 . 
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illiterate, for whofe ufe tranflations of the facred V o- 
lume are intended, concerned in the one cafe, equally 
as in the other ? No reafon of any weight can be aC- 
figned for modern tranflators transferring the original 
word baptifm into their verfions, that I perceive, ex- 
cept prifcrlption and general cuflom. 

Dr. W., I prefumc, is averle to the word baptifm 
being tranflated, bccaufe he cannot? bear to think of 
the term dippings or the word immerfton^ appearing 
either in the baptifinal ftatute, or in the facred hiftory 
of primitive practice. But he has, notwithftanding, 
too much learning, and too much integrity, to approve 
of the word being tranflated fpr inklings pourings or e- 
ven purification. He therefore choofes to have the. 
original term of a dead language retained, ’that when- 
ever he ^ fliuws his opinion’ upon the fubjedt, he may 
have more fcope for the exertion of his polemical ta- 
lents, in ‘ confronting, breaking, and routing’ every 
phalanx’ of arguments that dares to oppofe him. I 
know not, however, that there is*any great reafon for 
him to fufpeft, that praSf ice of pouring oroffprink- 

ling would have been much lefs general in Great Bri- 
tain than it now is, had our tranflators in the time of 
king James the Firfl:, rendered the word baptfin^im- 
7iurfion^ or dipping. For it is not at all unlikely but 
the generality of the people here, as well as in Ger- 
many, Holland, and fo on, would have acted in con- 
tradidiion to J:heir biblical Verfion; and have thought 
themfelves fully juft ified in fo doing. Becaufe it would 
have bcert as eafy for them tc^have diftinguiflied, be- 
tween the facramental^ and t\\ 6 *Trj:}whgical^ orvulgar> 
lenfe of thofe terijis 5 as it is for our author fo to dif- 
tinguifti, refpedting the word baptize. 

Let us now hear Dr. G. Campbell, relative ta 
this very fubjeil, who fpeaks in thg following manner. 

' ‘ In 
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‘ In feveral modern languages we have, in what re- 
‘ gards Jewifh and Chriftian rites, generally followed 
^ the ufage of the old Latin Verfion, though the authors 
‘of {hat Verfion have not been entirely uniform in 
‘ their method. Some words they have transferred from 
‘ the original into their language ; others they have 
‘ tranflated. But it would not be always eafy to find 
^ their reafon for making this difference. Thus the 
‘ word they have tranflated circiancifio^ which 

‘ exactly correfponds in etymology \ but the word 
‘ (Soi?rTiorfji,u they have retained, changing only the 

• letters from Greek to Roman. Yet the latter was 
‘ juft as fufceptible of a literal verfion into Latin as the 
‘ former. Immerjio^ tlnSlio^ anfwer as cxaftly in the one 
‘ cafe, as circumdfio^ in the other. And if it be faid of 
‘ thefe words, that they do not reft on clafEcal authori- 
‘ ty, the fame is true alfo of this. Etymology and the 
‘ ufage of ecclcfiaftlc authors, are all that can be 
‘ pleaded. 

‘ Now, the ufe with rcfpeil to names adopted 
‘ in the Vulgate, has commonly been imitated, or 

• rather implicitly followed, through the Weftern 
‘ parts cf Europe. We have deferted- the Greek 
‘ names where the Latins have deferted them, and 
‘ have adoj/ted them where the Latins have adopted 
‘ them. Hence we fay ciremndfon.^ and not perltomy ; 

‘ and we do not fay immerfion^ but baptifm. Yet when 
‘ the language furnifhes us with materidls for a ver- 
‘ lion fo exudl and analogical, fuch a verfion conveys 
« the fenfe more perfp;cuoufly than a foreign name. 
‘For this reafon iTfhouId think the word unmerfton 
‘ (which though of Latin origin, is'an Eirglifli noun, 

‘ regularly formed fr om the verb to immerfe)^ a better 
‘ Englifli name than baptifm^ were we now at liberty 
‘ to make a choice. But we are not. The latter 

‘ term 
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‘ term has been introduced, and has obtained the uni- 
^ verfal [rather general] fufFrage : and though to us not 
‘ fo exprelfive of the adtion ; yet, as it conveys nothing 
* falfe, or unfuitable tcwthe primitive idea, it has ac- 
‘ qiiircd a right by prefeription, and is confequently 
‘ entitled to the preference*.’ — Thus that learned 
tranflator and acute critic, whom Dr. W. himfelf muft 
acknowledge to be a ‘competent anfl unexceptionable 
‘ wltnefs’ in our favour. 

Refpedling the W elch tranflatlon cf Pxttti^co and 
^xinicr^oq^ our author fays: ‘The Britifh words hedyd^ 
‘ dio and bedydft^ ufed in that verfion, — are neither the 
‘ original words thcmfelves with a different termina- 
‘ tion, nor yet arc ever ufed to denote exclufively any 
‘ one fpccific adtion whatever, as plunging, pcrfufion, 
‘ fprinkling, or the like. They are generic terms that 
‘ fignify, more exactly than any others I know, the 
‘ ideas conveyed by the original terms, as we have de- 
‘ fined them f.* — Not underftanding the Welfli lan- 
guage, and reading what my opponent here fays, I 
took it for granted that thefe Britifh terms were in 
frequent ufe, and that they often occurred in the 
Wclfh Bible. Whereas I find, upon enquiry, that 
they are never ufed in the common affairs of life, nor 
ever occur in the Britifh biblical verfion, except with 
reference to the ordinance under confideration, or 
where there is an allufion to it. Confequently, whe- 
ther an admiiiiftrator immerfe a candidate in water, 
pour water upon^ him, or fprinkle him with a few 
drops of that element, the-a^ion is by the Welfh 
called bedydd\ juft as ifi a loofe^ahT popular way of 
fpeaking, thofe three fpecific adlions are by the Eng- 

* Jhe Four Gofpelsy Vol. I. p*. 3 54, 3 5 5. f Vol. II. 3 7 1 . 



3^8 Meaning of the Words [Chap. V,. 

lifh denominated baptifm. Now, as^ hedyddio iKe verb^ 
and bedydd the noun, are, in the prefent Hate of the 
Wellh language, a kind of facred, technical terms ; it 
is with but little appearance, #,either of candour or of 
propriety, that Dr. W. deferibes them as he does. 

Whether it be at this day in the power of any man 
upon earth, to give with certainty and with preclfion 
the true etymology of hedydd^ is perhaps not very 
clear. It appears, however, that probability^ refpecling 
its derivation, is in our favour. For, I find by con- 
fulting Mr. Edward Lhuyd’^ Arck/vologla Bri^ 
tannica^ that bnptij.na is, in Cornu-Britilh, bedzhi’^ 
dian\ and in the Armoric, badidhiant—'l'htxt immergo 
is fodhi^ fydho^ troyj \ bodhi, to plunge or dip over 
head and ears — -Tliat inergo is hcdhly fodhi^ fydho^ 
troyjy and in Armoric htydhl — -That Sepidchrum (a 
grave) is in Cornu -Britilh bedh^ and in Armoric 
bedh-^hnA^ that Badlj^ is a haih"^. Now, bedydd^ 
bodhij beydhi^ hedh^ and badh^ fceni to be words of a 
kindred kind ; and if fo, the term under confideration 
muft be favourable to our pradfice. 

Again: Mr. W. Richards, to whom the Welfli 
language is vernacular, and who is by l-cligious pro- 
feffion a Baptift, fays \ ‘ Baptize is, in the Cambro- 
‘ britifh'* dialed!', hedyddio ; in the Cornu-britifli, 
‘ bedzidhi^i or hidiyzi and, in the Armoric, hadezeu 
‘ Bldbyzi and hadeza^ the two laft mentioned dialects, 

* always fignificd plunging or dipping: and fo, cer- 

* tainly, did hedyddio^ anciently, in the Cambro-britifh ; 
< though novv-ad^ys^ n't is uibd only to, c^ptefs the 
‘ Chriftian ordinance of baptifm, together with what 
‘ is vulgarly fo called. From badfza and hidhyzi^ ac- 
‘ cording to Dr. Borlase, is derived bouffening^ in 

Arcb, BiitiVi. Tit. 11 . p. 44, 68, 89, 149. Tit, V. p. 214- 

^ the 
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‘ the Aiiglo-cornifh dialed ; which likewife means to 
‘ plunge^ and fo on*.’ 

Ill another piece, puhliflied by the fame author in 
Welfti, he fpeaks as fellows. ‘ The etymology of 
‘ ln.Jydd^ the Wclfli word for baptifm, is not to be 
^ found in any Diilionary of that language. Not one 
^ of the compilers of thofe books appears to have been 
‘ acquainted with the etymology of t^at word : nor do 
‘ I believe there is any way to make it out, but by a 

* reference to the other diale<Si:s of the ancient Britifh, 

< the Cornifli, a;id the Armorican. By fuch a refer- 
‘ ence, and a careful comparifon of the ivorJs for hap-^ 
^ tifm in all the three cialcfts, we may, I think, come 
‘ fairly and fafely at the root and exprefs fignification 
^ of the above Welfh word. 

‘ Upon this ground, then, I will venture to aflert^ 

* that the word in queftion is derived from fuddiant^ 
‘ a Britifh word which is well known to dippingy 
^ or hnmerjion \ and the verb to .which is foddiy or 
^fuddo. Bedzhidhian (bedsuddian) is the word 
‘ for baptifm in the Cornu-britifh dialed ; the affinity 
‘ of which with the Welfh word fuddianty muft be 
^ obvious to every one. This Cornu-britifh word 
‘ bedfiiddiariy points out the origin of the Armorican 
‘ word for baptifm, betdidhiant, (founded badud^ 

< diant J which is, doiibtlefs, no other than badfuddianty 
‘ a little mattej contrafted ; and whofe cortefpondent, 

< orfynonymy, with the Welfh word fuddianty is ftill 
‘ equally cfear and certaia Jft^ith that of the foremen- 
^ tioned Cornu-britifh -word. By a comparifon of 
^ thefe Armorican and Cornu-britifh words we are 
^ led unavoidably to conclude, that bedfuddiarity or 
^ badfaddlanty muft have been the original word for 

*' U ''f JniichriJ}^ P* 99* 

« baptifm 
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‘ baptifin in the Britifti language ; and that from 
‘ which the prefent Welfli word bedydd fprung. 

^ In time this fame ancient Britifh word, bedfudJi-- 

* ani^ or hadfuddiant^ like many others in all Ian- 

* guages, underwent a confiderable change, by abrldg- 
‘ ttient and contrailion. The Cornifh Britons omit- 
‘ ted the letter t \ the Armoricans, the letter s \ and 
‘ tlie Cambro-bri tains, yi /, w, t. In this way the 

* Welfli word bedydd^ or badiidd^ appears to have been 
‘ formed. It was originally bedfuddiant^ or badfud^ 

‘ diant ; and whatever may be faid as to the precife 

* meaning of the prefix, the word itfclf, moft imqucf- 
^ tionably, fignified inmerjion: for tlie meaning of the 
^ word fuddiarity^2& always amounted to that, as fully 
^ as any word in any language could poffibly do.’ 

The Gentleman who favpured me with the fore- 
going extrad, made the following remark upon it* 
‘ Bed is the origin above, not bad : that is the Armo- 
‘ rican, and fo the^ fecond-hand word. Now bedd is 
‘ the plain fpecific term for the Englifli grave^ in 
^ John V. 28. xi. 17, 31, 38. and xii. 17. I'he words 
^ foddijjuddo^ and foddiant^ denote properly finking in 

* water to the bottom, or quite out of fight* Soddi^ 
^ and fuddo^ are now fynonymous, and are both ufed 
‘ (Pfalm*lxix. 2, 14. Jer. li. 64. Matt. xiv. 50. Luke 

* V. 7.) indifferently, in the Welfli Bible. In Welfli, 
^ it is eafy ^nd common to change y for «; the found 
^ being fimilar. How eafy, then, in compofition, to 

* turn bedfuddo into bedyddo r' the /, before Oy being in- 
^ ferted merely to rendtff tfie found more agreeable.’ 

Being entirely ignorant of the Welfli language, I 
muft leave the propriety and force of this etymologi- 
cal inveftigation to the determination of capable 
judges. It is, however, clear to me, that bedyddio and 
bedydd cannot be fairly pleaded by Dr. AV as in his 

favour i 
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favour; but, rather, that the reverfe is extremely 
babk. — To this coiiclufioa I am the more ftrono;ly in- 
clined, by conil dering the following teftimony of Sir 
John Floyer : ^ A {ierfon of eighty years old, who 
‘ vras then very fenlible, told me ; I'hat in his time 
‘ he could not remember the dipping of infants in 
‘ tngland at tiieir baptifm; but that his father oft 
‘ Ijxjke of it; and farther told the parents 

‘ nft'd akuays^ at the hapt}j?n of their children^ to de-- 
f re the prieji to dip that part very ivcllin ivhich any 
^ difiife ufed to afiiiit themjclvcs^ to prevent its being 
‘ hereditary. I'he Welfh have more LATELY left 
^ hnmcrfion : for fomc middle-aged perfons have told 
‘ me, That they could remernher /i^/VplPPlNG in bap^ 
‘ iifm'^d — Now, as it appears by this teftimony, that 
the baptifmal immcrfion was continued among the 
"Wclfti, longer than among the Englifli ; and as the 
Briti/li biblical vcrfion was made while that inimerfion 
was in ufef ; it feems natural to conclude, that the 
word hedyddio was confidcred by the WcHh tranfla- 
tors, not only as anfwering to the term haptixe^ but 
as properly exprelling the aft of imrnerfony rather than 
that of pouring, or of fprinkling. 

Our author having a ftrong predileftion for the 
purify^ 2ini purification^ as in his opiniosi anfwer- 
ing lYiore exaftly to the words baptize-^ and baptlfniy 
than any other expreffions in our language^.; it may be 
proper for me, •a little more particularly, to examine 
that fentiment. He fpeaks, indeed of Chriftian bap- 
tifm under the notion <?f a XiTtVinnial purification.^ with 
almoft as little endeavour to prove it, and with as 
• 

* Hifiorv of Culd-Baihhig^ P* » v fhh Edit. f The firft 
Brh’lh New TrLftaiiicnt ^^'as printed A. D. i ^67. Sec Dr. Llrw- 
et.vnV Hijioricnl ArtuwU of Briti/h Ferjlovs and Editions of the 
Bible., Lond. 176'i. 

much 
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much confidence, as if that idea were fo explicitly, 
repeatedly, and ftrongly expreffed in the New Tefia- 
ment, that fcarcely any body had ever prefumed to call 
it \n queftion. Whereas I 'am fo unhappily ‘dim- 
* fighted^ that, except he lend me ‘ his glaiies, and 
‘ wipe them clean/ I fliall not be likely to perceive it 
in any part of that facred Volume. Nay, weve rny 
opponent fo to favour me, it is highly probable that 1, 
like himfelf in another cafe, might be obliged to ^Jrjnd 
‘ and read, and walk and read,’ before 1 fhould Inn t-' 
the pleafure of feeing it. For, that Chriftian baj)t:ifin 
is not a ceremonial purification, is plain to me f/oin 
t le following confiderations. 

Though it has been proved, if I miftake not, that 
the baptifm of John was not a ritual cleanfing, like 
the ancient Jewifh wafhings ; yet had our author de- 
monftrated the contrary, it would not have necelfarily 
followed that our baptifm is to be fo confidered. For, 
during the whole time of John’s miniftry, the laws 
and rites of Jiidaifin were in full force. Legal pollu- 
tions, and ceremonial purifications, were then com- 
mon. The former taking place, the latter were necef- 
fary ; and of equal obligation as in the days of Mofes. 
But with what fpecies of legal impurity are either in- 
fants orcdults now contaminated ? Who is now, as 
under the former CEconomy, debarred from the pub- 
lic worfliip of God, or from fociai intercoiirfe, on ac- 
count of ceremonial pollution? Or Who, by divine 
order, is repeatedly baptized ? yet ceremonial purifi- 
cation was to recur, in proportion as legal contamina- 
tion was contracted. To afl'ert that Chriftian baptifm 
is a ceremonial purification, though to be adminiftered 
but once to the fame perfon, is mere ipfe dixit ; and 
the analogy of ritual purification lies againft it. For, 
were fimilar impurity continued, fimilar confequcnces 
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mufl attend : but all things of this nature came to a 
period, when the Mofaic I)ifpenfation became extinft* 
— Mr. Bruce informs us, that in Abyffinia there are 
fome profeflbrs of Chriftianity who, with Dr. W., ima- 
gine that ceremonial pollution, and ritual purification, 
ftiil exift. For he fays, the feet called Kemmont ^ wafli 
‘ themfelves from head to footy after coming from the 
‘ market, or any public place, wher? they may have 
* touched anyone of a different fed from their own, ef- 
‘ teeming all fuch unclean*/ But whether thofe Chrif- 
tian Pharifees confider baptifm as a ceremonial puri- 
fication, the Abyflinian traveller does not fay : an idea 
that, however, in Dr. W.’s opinion, of great impor- 
tance to the credit of Infant fprinkling. 

If Chriftian baptifm juftly bear the name* of a 
ficationy it muft certainly cleanfe from fome impurity. 
For as, where nothing is cleanfed, there is no cleanf- 
hig ; fo where no defilement is purged away, there is 
no purification. From what kind of pollution, then, 
does baptifn purify ? That which is moral? my op- 
ponent will not aflert it ^ for even the Jewith ceremo- 
nial clcanfings had no fuch virtue. That which is 
ritual ? but where fhall we find it ? Do all the fpecies 
of Jewifh pollution in ancient ages now exift, or only 
fame of them ? If the former, why not all tb^ various 
modes of Jcwiih cleanfing alfo i becaufc, to fay that 
Baptifm is a general fubjiitute for them allj.is mere af- 
fertion. If ths latter, by what criteria fhall we diftin- 
guifti thein from thofe that are obfolete ? Is it, then, 
that uncleannefs of which** Paul fpeaks, when writing 
to th^ Corinthians t? nothing lefs. 'For, according 
to the argument againft us formed on that pafTage, 
thofj who are imcleariy in the fenfe there defigned, are 

» W. A, Vol. IV. B. VIII. Chap. i. p. 275. f 1 Cor. 
vii. 14. 
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on that account difqualific^d for baptifm. Yes, 
they muft be before they be admitted tobaptifiii. 
It feems, therefore, according to Dr. W., that the 
rite under confideration, is a purification for thofc only 
who are already pure : which has very much the ap- 
pearance of ^ a latent myftcry.’ — But I now recollefl: a 
palTage in our autjior, where he aflerts ; 7'hat baptifm 
is ‘ the wajhing aiuny the filth of the FLESH This, 
however, has much of myflery in it. For my oppo- 
nent, again and again, denominates baptifm a ceremo^ 
purification. Now that epithet, is equally op- 
pofed to phyfical^ as it is to moral. But ^ waflhing a- 
‘ way the filth of the //V,^7,’ is a phyfical cleanfing — a 
purification of the fkin, from fuch exterior defilement 
as attends it. Confeqiienily, if Chriftian baptifm be 
a purification of that kind, and if it be duly performed 
by pouring or fprinkling a few drops of water on the 
face of a fiibjedt; there is not only very little filth of 
the flefli removed, but the appearance of any thing rr- 
remonial is extremely fmall, if not entirely loft. "While, 
therefore, Dr. W. miuntains, that baptifm is ‘ the 
‘ wafhing away the filth of the fiejh^ he ought, furely, 
to pra£l:i(e immerfion. 

I will now prefent my reader with two fhort ex- 
trafts frofn eminent Pc-edobaptift authors. Bp. T ay- 
LOR, when fpeaking of ancient Judaifm, and of Chrif- 
tianity in contraft with it, fays : ‘ No unclean thing 

< was to come into the prefence of the Lord : and there- 
* fore the leper, or the polluted in profluvio Janguinis 
‘ or feminism might not come into the temple. But — in 
‘ the Chriftian law, all purities and impurities are fpi- 
‘ ritual f.’ — -Thus Mr. Hooker; ‘ The baptifm 

< which favefh us, is not, as legal purifications were, 

Yol. I. laS. t Dudor Diibitant, p. 305, 310. 

‘ a clcani^ 
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‘ a cleanfing of the jiejh from outward impurity : but 
* an interrogative trial of a good confcience 

^towards God*J' — Yes, the ancient ceremonial fer- 
vices, we arc informed by fanSfified to the purU 
fyitig of the flejh : but we are aflured, by Peter, that 
Chriftian baptifin has no fuch efficacy, and that it 
was intended for a different purpofef. 

^ Our author is as fond of applying the purify 
cation to baptifm, as Papifts are of the word facrificcy 
refpedling the holy fupper : and for each there is an 
equal reafon. Bccaufe the New Teftament knows no 
more of baptifm irtidcr the name, or notion, of a cerc^ 
fjionial purification ; than it does of the facred fupper, 
under the character, or the idea, of a propitiatory fa^ 
crifice\ both of them being equally abhorrent from 
the truth. For the one is as inconfiftent with the 
fpirituality of the Chriftian CEconomy, as the other i9 
with the unity and the perfeilion of our Lord’s atone- 
ment. Yet, as Roman Catholic s, according to an ob- 
fervation of Mr. Payne, ‘ are fo in love with the 
‘ word facrificcy that they choofc to ufe it above any o- 
‘ther J,’ with reference to the holy fupper; fo Dr. 
W. prefers and adiiiires the term purific(itio}iyXi:{^tGt\ng 
Chriftian baptifm, above any other that cur language 
affords. But if Chriftian baptifm be a ceremonial 
purification, as my opponent infifts, the adininiftrator 
may be juftly denominated a priiji : for he will not af- 
fert that any one is warranted to baptize Now, 
under the ancient CEconomy^ if an HVacIite was un- 
clean, and not permitted to plirify himfelf,his purifica- 
tion was to be effedfed by a prieji. On our author’s 

u 

* Ecclc/IaJiiCiil PohtVyVj.y • ^ 6^. f Hcb. ix. 13. 1 Pet. 
iii. 21 J Prefirv. againji Popery, Title V"l. p. 62. See allb 
p. 100, 102, 104. 
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princip^*'"^ therefore, whenever he tinges his fingers^ 
or ^ intinges even his hand,^ in order to purify an in- 
fant ; he performs the oiHce of a pricjl^ and ought fo 
to bi confiJered* But if v^e muft have Chriftian 
priefts for ceremonial purification, why not alfo for a 
proper facrifice at the Lord’s table? It (eems, indeed, 
as if my opponent had no great objeflion even to that 
idea : for, in tfie genuine language of a high church- 
man, or of a Papift, he fpeaks of Chriftian minifters 
^ approaching to ofticiate at the — holy altar*.’ Thus 
Dr. W. converts the table into an altar! But with 
what view is an altar provided, except for facrifice^ or 
for the burning of incenjc ? Who is invefted with li- 
berty of / approaching to officiate at the holy altar,’ ex- 
cept one in the priejily office ? For, as Mr. Gee ob- 
ferves, * A man muft be a priejl before he hath right 
< to facrifice t,’ at th? altar \ and, I may add, before he 
prefume to fprinkle the water of purification. — Our 
author, on his own principle s, muft therefore confidcr 
himfclf as a priest — a prieft for purification^ and a 
prieft for facrifice. But wh^’thcr, like the Jewifh 
priefts, he always tinge his feet, and ‘ intinge even his 
^ hand«,’ previous to officiating at‘ the holy altar;’ or 
whether, like the Tons of Aaron, he always appear in 
facerdvtal vcjJments w’hen approaching the ‘ altar,’ and 
claim, divinoy a prieftly fupport by tithes^ I have 
not heard. Nor have I been informed, whether the 
altar which he approaches has been duly confecrated : 
nor yet, whether the ct<jifice in which it ftands, be 
confidered and treated by him as a confecrated temple. 
All which particulars, doubilcfs,' to be confiftent and 
uniform, ihould have a place. • 

^ Vol. ,1. 59. t jhrjerv, againjl Popery,.^ Title VI. p. qi. 
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Mr. Baxter, whom Dr. W. celebrate?, as hav- 
ing given the Baptifts a terrible ^ fyllogiflic over- 
‘ throw/ reprefents Cliriftian minifters as bearing the 
lefs pompous ami facrcd,*but yet important chara<fler 
of mulwives. For, when endcavoiu ing i-o lailb their 
confequence in. the eflecm of their hearers, he fays : 

^ Our people — cannot he new-born into the kingdom 
‘ of God, without the help of thde rnifluoives Now, 
reader, is it not a little extraordinary, that the fame 
perfon, in performing the fame office, and at the fame 
inffiant, fliould fuftain and exemplify the very different 
charaihrs of a pilrify‘ni'r pricjl^ nnJ a jhilful minvAfe? 
But, our author has told us, Wonders never ccafe/" 
and in regard to this particular, as well ?sothcrs, j^a?do- 
baptift doitors widely differ. For it may be furthfn' 
obferved, that while Dr. Cjoodwin and others con- 
iider a baptifmal adminiffrator under the notion of a 
ppherd^ ufing the knife on tlie ciirs of his lambs ; ex- 
prefsly denominating baptif II ^aChridian car-mark f / 
my opponent, Mr. Pirie, reprefents baptized perfons 
as wearing the mark of Chriff ‘in their forebendaX' 

I may therefore adopt an elegant exclamation of this 
w^arm Jiniagoniff, and fay; ‘ What ffrangc heads fome 
‘ men liave § !’ 

ChrijUan baptifm a ceremonial purif.catioiu^ Fond 
as Dr. W, is of this pofition, with j-egard to the mode 
of adminiftration, it is maiiifeffly inconfiileijt with his 
own (lata^ refp®£l:ing the fubjeSts of the ordinance. 
For he profeffedly maintains, that moral qiijlijicaUfjfn^ 
and relative 'holinefs^ are the eilabliihcd requiiitrs for 
baptifm. But was it ever’ known, that a perfon v.hofe 
heart was fraught with moral qualitief, and whefe 

* 7 dat . C71 R bt to S. '-m. p . •? . f J r< >; h’< , V't ; I . J | T. 
P?rt r, p. 107. S'TC P,C'f)b(\ ExiOn. Vt>l. 11 . p. i.^r, 142* 
X Appendix 161 . § Vt fuf')f(y\u 6 . 
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charadier fhonc with relative holinefs, became, on that 
account, the ])ropej' fubje3: oi purification ? \V hatever 
moral qualifications the ancient Jews pofTefled, or 
witli whatever degree ol reLuivc holiiicfs they might 
be adorned ; neither thofe, nor tliiS, but their being 
ceremonially polluted^ condiiuied them proper fubjedts 
for legal purification j and rendered it neceliary. Nay, 
our author himfe.f knew not how to vindicate the pro- 
priety of John baptizing, or, as he will have it, pnri^ 
fythg Chrift ; except on fuppofition that the Holy One 
of God was equally liable v/ith Jews in common, to 
be defiled by ^ the touch of a corpfe, a bone, and fo 
•oii*^.’ — Befidcs, J)r. W. is incoafillent with him- 
fclf in another view'. Fur he tells us, the Chriitian Dif- 
penfation is diilinguiflied from the Jcwifli Q^conomy 
by ‘ this difFcrcnce, 'Fhat the yoke of MoJ'aic ceremo^ 

* rites fliould be REMovjiD, and a fpi ritual evangelical 
‘ worftiip introduced i .* Now iiothing is more clear, 
than that cercmojiial purification by water was a con- 
fiderablc part of ^tne yoke of Mofaic ceremonies;’ atid, 
Confcqucntly, either that yoke is not entirely removed, 
or Chriftian baptifm is not a ceremonial purification. 
So little rcafon had our author to fay, when fpeaking 
of the baptifrnal flatutc ; ‘ Wc are certain it implies 
a cerctponial purification by water J !’ 

But had my opponent really proved, that baptifm is 
properly fpeaking a ceremonial purification, it could 
not even then have been juftly inferred) that fpr inkling, 
pouring, and iminerfion, are all of them valid. For it 
is the meaning of that enacting term which exprefles 
the action to be performed, that is under difcufiion ; 
and not the dcfiign of that adFon, whatever it be. 

• Vol. II. 15. Note. t Vol, I. 267. t VoI.][. 35S, 
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Whereas the word purification does not exprefs the 
atlion itfelf^ confidered as fuch ; but the end wb.ich he 
Tuppofes it has in view. The proper buiinels, there- 
fore, of Dr, W. was tej prove, that the of baptiz- 
ing!; is equally well ex])reflcJ by the terms and 

fiprinkling^ as by the word hiimcrficn, 

Belides, were it allowable to reafon thus: Chriifi.ln 
baptilin is a ceremonial puriikation^ and therefore it 
may be lawfully performed by immerfion, by pouring-^ 
or by fprlnkling ; the natural force of commanding 
terms in the Mofaic inlHtutcs, relative to purihralion 
by water, might with great cafe have been evaded, 
while the general notion o{ purification was retaijied. 
For inldance : Was bathing the whole body of a pol- 
luted Ifraclitc enjoined ? he might have faid,*^ Cercino- 
^ nial purification is tlie only thing intended by our di- 

* vijie Lawgiver; and that may be cfFcdted equally by 
‘ pouring, or by fprinkling, as hy !)athing.’ Or, had the 
Great Legiflator commanded the pouring, or the 
fprinkling, of water upon the unelean; ,'uid had the 
perfon or perfons concerned been as fond of the liquid 
element as our Brethren fometimes reprefent us to be, 
they might have faid ; ^ Ceremonial puriiication is 
‘ the only objedf at which the law aims ; and wc id! 

^ know that this may be obtained by bathing^the whole 
^ body, equally as by a partial application of water.' — 
Nay, why may not Dr. W/s principle be applied by 
Roman Cathc^lics in vindication of their mutilated ad- 
inlniftTation of the holy Tapper ? VVTat fliould hinder 
them from faying ; ‘ 7V excite and promote a remern- 
^ b ranee of our Lord’s atoniiig death, is the principal 
*■ defign of the inftitution — a dcfign that is clear and 
^ exprefsly revealed ? But this iiiientionof the divine 

* Inftitutor may be anfwered, and fpiritual affedions 
' in general may be promoted in the hearts of the laity, 

0^2 ‘ V/Ithout 
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^ without their pprtakiiva; of the euchariflical v/ine/ 
Thus, Oil my oppoiieiit’ii principle, may the Roiuan 
Catholics argue, and that with much more plaufibility, 
refpecfing the defign of the facred fupper ; than he does 
for pouring and Crinkling, from the notion of Chrif- 
tian baptifni being a crrcnnaia! purif cation. So eafy 
is it, on this principle, to vindicate the m oft perverfe 
variety in tlie adiydniftration of poiitivc iiiftitiitCT, let 
the laws of inftitution be what they may ! 

It is, howevei, very remarkable, t/rat though Dr. 
W. be fo ‘ enamoured' with the idea of Chriftian bap- 
tifin being a Civnuonial [jurifia.-ticn^ vvhentlie mode of 
adininlftration is under his notice; yet, when profef- 
fedly ftiowing the nuture .xnAtht dcf^^i^n of baptifm, he 
docs not, that I recollect, fo niucli as once mention it 
in that bght No; though baptifn be d:fcribed 
by him, as implying and e^chibitiiig a nuillitudc ofblef- 
fings, duties, and facts — a multitude fo great, that you 
might form on Ills rciprefcnlalion almoft a body of di- 
vinity ; yet, if I miiiakc not, he quite overlooks that 
which is, in other places, his gra/id^ leading idea, a 
ctremonidl p u R i Fi c ation. Whereas one might have 
naturaJly expected, that would have made a diftin- 
guifhed and capital figure. Nay, when making what 
he denopni nates, ^a naional and devout improvement 
* of Chriftian Iriptilin in which improvement he 
particularises a vaft variety of bleftings and of duties, 
that cither flow from it, or :ire connedltd with it ; and 
though, as occaficn requires, he give mgny encourage- 
exhertations, and reproofs, to baptized perfons ; 
yet I do not remember that he at rdl reminds them, of 
their having received the benefit* of puiuftcation 
from ceremonial unclcannefs Yet this principle cf 

♦ St'C Vol, I. Chap, ii. f 'Vol. IL CLsp. vi. 

ancient 
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ancit-nt Judaifn would h.ivc fw-rvrd tofurnifh him with 
numerous topics for coiiloLuiot], exhoitation, and re- 
proof. This omidion I urn oi r!:‘’;:d therefore to con- 
fider, either as a manifeil dwLel, or as latent rnyf- 
^ te y.’ 

Dr. W. argues in favour of pouring aiiJ of forinlc- 
ling, from the baptlfm cf the Il'/y 'ihms he 

fpea.hs : f.-iuple not to affart i.^ ih.’c is no 

‘ whatever the New i\{l.re;eir,y.'' frrn:!eri!y and 
^ D£:<pliiitly llgnifed by hapefn, as t!a f*d:v'ine influ- 

* cnccs [of t!ij*H()ly (jhoii.J Yet tii Jh liiiiigs [Mr. 

‘ B.] prudently oveilovo’es. Tiic ival^m is at Iiaiud;. 

^ pl'iUi'yinp^ is praftifed by hlmf iranJ /;/v co^^^/nTt:- 
^ ENTS, and there is a gr.juter lefernblancc' b.-^twetn 
‘ tii.il pravSticc and a burial, tliaa between tiie fa.id plung- 
‘ ing and the afdivc comn^unieatioii and application <>f 
^ divine indiicnces to the foul — if in laiptifni thei" is 

* an exprcjjive emhlemof t’nedcfceii ling inilurnCv Sfff tlie 

* pouring mujl be the mode r;f acini, ’nid ration, for 

* f/)^Yisthe fcriptural term rnoftcomna n.yaod preper- 
‘ ly ufed for the coinrnunication of di influences "f . 

Tkefe thh^js A'/r. B. pr adroitly fiieolj./'y. Far from 
it. For though, whan h.mdiing the dyiyn of brptifin, 
they are not introduced; yet, in aiKstlur plate, the ar- 
gument againft us is larcriy confKin.d; to\vhich I 
refer tlic rea ler 1;. Of ;iiiy thiiig i f'.hi on thus parti- 
cular, Dr. dF., iiov/evar, has nr-! cond . levitlee t ^ ti.Lu? 
the lead notice in Ills OY// reply.’ ITe compliment 
he pays me; is, therefore, clue to iiimfjr, in this, as hi 
many other cafes, — ly/G'ahjul Jo freqaemiy and Jo e^,pli- 

n.Sljjki. S, 9, lo. I/akc iii. 16, 
hn i. At\ '^ j. <. ii. ■|S,.39. viii. 12 — 17. v. 47. xi. i 
‘ 1... At. f Vol. 1 . 196,19-7. J SLt }\ec/ofjuj\JiiuM, 

\uh i. p. 97—103. 
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I'itly hv bnptifniy as thefc divine Infuences, But 

thofe paflages of Scripture to which he refers, regard 
that copious and extraordinary c{{\i(ion of the Holy Spi- 
rit, which was received by the Apoftles and firll dilci- 
ples of our [>orcl, foou after his afeenfton into heaven, 
h'or w hich rcafoi^ our Proteffant Brethren the Qua- 
kers, conrick r thi'fe very paffages as furnifliing them 
with a capital argument agairiff the perpetuity of bnp- 
tifm. 'I'hus they reafon: ‘ Water baptifm w'as di- 

* vin.£‘iv appointed, and continued in force till the death 

of ChrifK But as that rite had for Its the de- 

* feent of the Holy Sj)irif,and his divine infiucnccs ; no 
‘ looner was tiie jM'omi fed Spirit vouchfafed to our 
' Lord’s dilciples, than the oblightion to regard water 
' baptifn entirely ceafed. For haptifm vi water being 
*oniy an emblem of the prohiifed bapiifm in the Holy 
^ Spirit ; wliy flioukl the former be continued, after 
‘ the latter has taken place ?’ This, or fomething ta 
this effefl:, if I miftakc not, irs their principal argument; 
and, for aught I perceive, it is equally forcible with 
that of iny opponent. 

P'hmging is praciifed by hmfcif and constitu-* 
KNTS. For this luminous pofuion, I Have already 
paid my/,icvoirs to Dr. W., and fliall not here enlarge. 
— — cr renter refeniblan’ce behveen plungnig and u nn- 
RIAL, than between plunging and the cont?nunicaiion of 
divine infuence* He Ihould rather h* ve fliid, Than 
between fpri:ikhng-y or pourings and a huriah Our 
author here alludes to rhofe apoftolic fayihgs, Buri- 
^D'with him by baptfm—Bmuzv^ with hhn in hap- 
tifnu Sayings, thefe, which, as* far as I have Ocen 
able to learn, the ancient Chriftians, and the gene- 
rality of learned Paedobaptifts among the^ moderns, 
have confidered as dccifively proving, that immcrfion 
was pradiled by the ApoiUes. Whereas our author. 
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and ^ a few more geniitfes of fup-.n-!()r p-mctrcilion/ will 
not allow that there is the Icaft reference in thofe text^ 
to any" fuch pniclice. ''f'hus my opjv)nent : I ^ am of 
i oyi’i’on — tlnU' the allufion is not to :iiiv of bap- 

* film whatev er, but to a fpirltUi:! to which 

* haptlfn, as a divine ir.lfitiirio!), ohliitt:. the — 

Mvd'if. n we irnpartiiillv coniiJer — ^:ii it the (Cornel 
^ Dif jnf.'thei is in tlic flridtt ff fenfe 'iUJE MINIS- 
‘ TUATioN or 'niE SpiniT;, it appears nu)fr inobi- 
' bie that the Vdj 'ious injJvcnct's (/f that divine Agent 
^ ;h?r/p.v//r reprefented in bapll fnr^d 

^fhe cillufioyi is to a fpiritual dijpojiiicn, Then tlie 
allnfon is equally unporceivable by me, as is the 
meaning of his own words, when he talks of plunging 
being pradfifed by my constituents. What, buri- 
J'O 'd'ith him by bapiijh — buried ivith him in bap)- 
an iillufion to a fpiritual difprfit'un ! Me might 
as well have denied, that baptifni la water Is at all re- 
garded by the Apoillc, as the (^iakei‘s do, in their 
corranents on thef; wonls. ^f'hus, for Irdfanre, Wil- 
liam Dell : ^ You fee, that the fame bantifrn of the 
‘ Spirit tiiat makes us die v/:th Chrift, doth aUb qnick- 
‘ cn us into his refurreclion, and de]>rives u^- of our 
*^own life; not that we may remain d.'ad, hut that ic 
^ mav communicate to us a better liie daan cur own, 

* even the 1 i fe of Ch ri ff hi infeU. ’ j f > ft N (, ‘ R a t t on': 

* Can any mttrn conclude that I’aul here fpcaks r^f 
‘ MMter baptifn ? Is it not plainly f.id, ihto Chri/i ? 

* Not into writer^ but into Chrill, into d ruli.’ Ro- 
bert Barclay conhders Rom.\'i. 3 , 4 . Chil. iii. e./, 
and Col. ii. I 7 . as c^xprc/Ting the epf'dls of what lie calls 
the baptifni of the Spirit/!-. 

* Vol. I. I $9, 197. t Predohip, Exam, Vol. I. p. 1^2., 

0.4 y/. 
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If in baptifm.^ there be an emblem of the defending 
infuenccs of the Holy Spirit^ pouring mujl he the 
mode. But where, then, is the lawfulnefs of fprinhling^ 
iu.d (f vnmcyfior.^ ibr wh:chDr. W. contends? Where 
the propriety ot aM liis rCiiioiuiig again!} the idea of 
baptifn bJng ‘d jpecife term? AVhy ijifult the au- 
thoiity d om cli'Knc Lnwgivir, by ‘ var}ing tiie moae 
^ aecording to clrenm/ianees'P and by ‘referring the 
^mude to tlie private judgment of the perfon or per- 
‘ fofiS toncrerned If pouring must be the rno(!?, 
it fn;ift : for there ir, on this principle, no other that 
can be juftified. 'i'hus his argument confutes his 
hvjootitefis) aiivl he Lems to be in danger of ^fcreiving* 
a poritive‘in(iii;ate ‘ iniht ‘jl.e of bigotry.' 

hough i hrv’c already referred my reader to P^^’- 
dohciptifn Exnmi).ef for a more parti cuhir considera- 
tion of this article; yet as not only Dr. W,, but vari- 
ous of our modern oppofns, affedl to treat the idea 
of hnrncrfion^ when'aanc^vxd to the baptifm of the Hedy 
Spirit, with ridicule, I vrill here trrnfcribe the fol- 
lowing pafiliges from learned PxJcbaptiftf, relative to 
that affair. Gurtlefus: ^Be(, 7 rTi(rp^oc h/ rLvsvfjLotri 

* buptifni in the Holy Spirit^ is immcrfion into 
‘ the pu{g waters of the Holy Spirit; or a rich and 
‘ abundant communication of his gifts. For he on 

* whom the Holy Spirit is poured out, is as it were 
‘ imtncrfjd into him.’ Bp. Reynolds : ‘ The Spi- 
‘ rit, under the Gofpel, is compared — to water; and 
^ that not a little mcafarc, to fprinkle^ or hedew^ but to 
c]3APTi7.E the faithful ia: (Matt. iii. ii. AiSts i. 5.J 

* and that not in a font, or veflVl, which grows lefs 
« and kfs, but in a fpring, or living riven’ Ikenius: 
‘ Tiie Greek word p:t7rTicr,ao? denotes the immerfion 


* Hole oil Morrice, p. 131. 
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‘ of a thing, or a perfon, into fomcthiiig — Here alfo 
‘[Matt, ii:, ii. compared with Luke iii. l6.] the 
‘ baptifni cf firc^ or th?»t which is performed mfire^ muft 
‘ fignify, according to the fame )li city of the letter, 

‘ an imniijjion^ or wunerfton^ into hrc--and this the rather, 
‘ becaufc here, to baptize in the S;ylrity(ind in firc^^Xi:. 

‘ not only connr'cled, but alfo oppo/d to being baptized 
‘ tn ivater,* Le Clerc : He fnall baptize you in the 
‘ HrJy Spirits As 1 plunge you in water, he mall 
‘ plunge you, fo to fpeak, in the Holy Spirit.’ Ca- 
SAUBON : ‘ b.^ptizfj is fo hwneyji — and in this 
‘ fenfe the Apoflles are truly fiid to be baptized; -for 
‘ tlic houfc in which this was done was filled with the 
‘ Holy Ghod, fo that the ApolUcs feemed tt) be plunge 

* ed into it^ as into a fiilipool.’ (tROTIUS : ‘ To be 
‘ baptized here, is not to be diglitly fprinkled, but to 
‘ have the Holy Spirit abundantly poured upon them.’ 
Mr. Leigh : ‘ Baptized ; that is drown you all over, 

* dip you into the occ*aa of his grace; oppolite to the 

* fprinkling which was in the law.’ Abp. Tillot- 
SON : ‘ A [the found from heaven, A £ts ii. 2.^ filled 

* all the houfe, T'iiis is that v/hich — our Saviour calls 
< baptizing with the Holy Ghofh So that they who 
‘ fat in the houfc were, as it w'erc, im’ne^/ed in the 
‘ Holy G hoft, as they who were buried with water, 

‘ were overwhelmed and covered all over v\’ith water, 

‘ which is th« proper notion of b.iotirm Bp. Hop- 
kins : ‘ Thofe that are baptized with the Spirit, are 

* as it wilrc plunged jnfo that heavenly flame, whofe 
‘fearchingenergy devours all their droL, tin, and bale 
‘alloy t»’ Mr. Henry Dodwell : ‘ d'he words of 
‘ our Sav iour were made good, re /hall be baptized 
‘ [plufiged or covered) with the Holy Spirit^ as John 

• Sny?:o??s, Sernj. cxcvii. Vol. X. p. izz. izmo. f SfC 
Pevdoiap. Exutn. Vol. I. p. 41, 4:, 57, 59, loz, 103, 273. 
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‘baptized with water, without it*.’ I'hus modern 
Pafcidcbaptifts, who pradlii'jJ poiiring or fprinkling. — 
Let us now hear one of the ancients, v/ho wrote in 
the Greek language, and praclifed imnierfion. Cyril 
of Jeruiilcm,. who lived in the fourth century, fpcaks 
m the following manner. ‘ As he who is plunged in 
‘ water and baptized, is encoinpafied by the water on 
‘every fide; jo are they th;:t are wholly baptized by 
‘ the Spirit — There [under the Mofaic CEconomy] tlie 
fervants of God were partakers of the Holy Spirit ; 

* but here they wrtc perfectly baptized, or inmeyfedj 
‘ of him -| d'heil* teftimoniesare quite fufficient, one 
would imagine, to vindicateour fenfe of the term bap^ 
tizcy when ufed allufively with reference to the gifts 
and influences of the Koly Spirit. 

Dr. W. Jays an uncommon ftrefs on thofe words of 
the ApofHe, divers waj/olngs^ or bap ti fins J ; and con- 
fiders the argument upon them in favour of pouring,, 
or cf fprinkling, as quite conclufivc §. For thus, in 
the language of Mr. d'owGOOn, he expreffes himfelf: 

< Here is FULL PR(.)(,)K that the Scripture ufes the 
‘ word (ixTrn^fAog bapiij'm^ in fo genera# and large 
‘ a fenfe, ifs evidently to comprehend [prhikllngy if jiot 

* chiefly to intend it. Sprinklings then, in the jadg« 

‘ meat of aiitinfpired writer, is an authentic and ni- 
‘ VINELY INSTITUTED r->TANNER of baptizing.’ To 
v;hich the Doftor adds, ‘ It is with confummatc pru^ 

‘ dence our opjjonentSy while confulting the fafety of 

* their caufc — the essentiality of dippifig~{i\ght.\y 
‘ pafs over, or at leaft very tendckly touch,, this pafT- 

* \y\ CrricYal Di'M/wn of O'rijtuvis^iovihmg Cod' s Rfve,f!hig 
bwifelf tv tht Prophiis^V^n 11 . Clinp. iv. § 7. f 
XVjf. § S, io, MjLJLibs. J IJcb, ii. iQ. §Vol.ll. 
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ivjc*,* Consummate prudence ! why, really, 
reader, it is a wonder he has not entirely deprived us 
of common rjnfe, by ‘•confronting, breaking, and rout- 
^ in every ‘ phalanx’ of our arguments, and ^ tlier 
‘ whole corps of Antipredcbaptili^,’ as he lias done. 
My opponent having condcfcendcd, however, to ad- 
mit that our coiiducSt, in the management of this con- 
troveiTy, is cojijummately prudent *, 1 fnall endeavour to 
preferve, if pollible, a conliffency td' chara&T in that 
refpecl:, by very ‘ tenderly’ touching the paflage be- 
fore us. 

Were it granted, then, for the Cikc of argument, 
that in this text the word baptij/n l:^ ufed to tlcnote 
}>ouring ajid fprinkling, as wcU as immcrfion ; it 
would not follow, tliat the Chridiaii inilltutc under 
our notice may be duly adininillereu by performing 
either one or another of thofe three diiferent actions. 
For there are few terms, I prefume, in anv language, 
tiiat arc not accajlona/Iy ufed in a lax mi.‘aning — a 
meaning difFerent from their native, obvious, and or- 
dinary acceptation. Of this diili notion between the 
ocxafional, and the common fignification of terms, 
our author would certainly avail hinifelf, were he dlif-- 
puting with Socinians. Suppoiin..^, thc&.:f(>rc, the 
word baptijm to be here ufed in all th:it latitude of 
meaning for which Dr. W. coritends, n is no proof 
that it Ihould^bc lb unuerlfood in the baptifmal fta- 
tute. For, were we at liberty to interpret the grand 
enacting terms of a divine law, according tn an occa- 
lional and fingular ufe of tbofe terms in fomc paf- 
fages of Scripture j we migiit eafily model any inftitu- 
tion or precept of CKrlll agreeably to our own inclina- 
tions. 1 here is not a nan alive, a doctrine, a promife. 


• Vvi. ir. -7. 
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or a precept, contained in the infpired Volume, the 
ti*'. e fenfe of which, upon this principle, might not be 
evaded. 

.,As the Apofllc is not here fpeaklng of Chr'ijtian 
t>^ptifai, but of JcwiJIo purifications that arc entirely 
obfoletc ; fo my opponent muft acknowledge, that in 
this Epiftlc, and ii^thisvcry Chapter, whcreypnh2;(/iw^ 
2.ni pounug are indifputably intended, not 
but pocuriGT-xo; and are the words employed to 

exprefs thofe ai^lons'^ — words, I may add, that are 
naturally adapted to convey thofe ideas, rather than 
any other. It is highly improbable, therefore, that 
the infoired Writer, having fo exprefsly diftinguifhed 
thofe different aftions by different words, fhould in 
the very fame context denote fprinkling*, pouring, and 
immeriion, by a fmgle term-*— a term which, in its 
etymological and claflical fenfe, at leaft, Dr. W, him- 
felf, I prefume, will allow, is equally fitted to exprefs 
the act of immerfion, as the other two arc to denote 
fprinkling and pouring* 

Let the expreiiions here iifed> 

mean what they may ; Dr. W. has taught us, as al- 
ready obferved, tint thofe ena 61 :ing words i-n the law 
of baptifm, (iocTm^ovTi; ng fignify baptizing 

INTO the^'name. Now this necefiarily confines us to 
the performance of fornc adtion, which muff be cx- 
preffed by a«word that will naturally conneil with 
the particle into. But whatever variety of baptifmal 
purifications there was among the ancient, Jews ; or 
whatever of a fimilar variety pnr author may fuppofe 
there now is, in what he calls ‘ the Chriftian purifica- 
‘ tion vve may conclude, that it never was very com- 
inon for cither jewifh priefts, or Chriftian prcaclicrs, 


See Kcb. ix. 13, 19, -i? a2. x. 22. xi. 28. xii. 24. 
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to fprinkle^to four^ to waJJ)^ or even to purify perfons 
INTO any thiiig. Yet the law of Chriftian baptifni 
requires this: and, confsquently, the argument againft 
us from the paflage imJer confidcration is inconclu- 
iivc. 

Paul, when exhorting the church at Ephefus to keep 
the unity of the Spirit in the bond of enforces his 
exhortation by mentioning a variety oi unhics^ among 
which are the f -Ihwing: One Lord^ one faith^ one 
bnptifjn. l'h:it is, one and the fame Lrrd to be'obeyed ; 
one and the ls,!ne faith to be profeffed; one and the 
fime baptifn to be adminilircred. On the ground of 
this apoitolic afllu^tion we are, therefore, authorized 
to conclude ; 'Fhat the New ^['eftament k equally a 
ilranger to different fpccies of Chriflian baptijm^ as to 
different fpecies of thcf Chriftian faith^ or different 
Lords of the Chriftian church: and hence the pro- 
priety of baptifn being mentioned, as an argument for 
Chjiftian unity , — But had the converts at Ephefus 
confidcred baptifin as exifting under various difiindf 
fpccieSj li‘ce the ancient ceremonial puriheations ; it is 
hardly to be fuppofed that, on this occafion, Paul would 
have pleaded tiu unity of baptifm. Bccaufc it is not 
eafy to difeern, cither the propriety, or the fenfe, of 
faying; ‘ Endeavour to keep the unity of the^ Spirit in 
‘ the bond of peace, Yo this union of S])irit you are 
‘ implicitly, but ftrongly urged, by the Huity of bap- 
‘ tifm ; which^ you know, is extremely varicus^^ both 
‘ as to th^ fubjcvSt, and. the action. The fuhjcdls of 
‘ baptifm, you need not be informed, are very different. 
‘ For, cither they are fuch as make a credible prof ef 
^ fton of repentance bud faith ; or fach as make nopre^ 
‘ tenfton to faith and repentance, but arc willing to be 
^ baptized; or mere infants, that arc naturally Inca- 
‘ pabk of any knowledge or will refpecting the ordi- 

‘ nance. 
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^ nance. — The ^7t'7/2?« denominated haptixuig^ admits 

* of flill greater variety. For it may be perfurmeJ^ 

* with equal acceptance from (.}()c], by hiimcrjv.ig the 
‘whole body of a candilatc in water; hy pouring a 
‘ little water upon the fubje^f ; by Jp^i adding a few 
‘ drops of water r^n bis head, his face, or his bread ; 
‘ by any vray puttirig him into a Jiate of wetness ; 
‘ oi by bringing his pcidon and the element into con- 
‘ 'r Aca'ioK.’ — An admirable method, this, to pronu^te 
unity of Spirit among the Chiiilian Epheiians f Bap- 
tifin cotifiils of diffiereiU /pccies : is this, that, and tiie 
other : may be performed vn a variety of fubjec^fs, by 
a dill grcAlcr variety of fpecific actions; and, theve- 
fore, it is an ordinance uioft happily adapted to pro- 
mote UNITY of Spirit among. Chriftiaii converts ! 

The apoRIe, on our author’s principles, when 
fpeaking of the Adofaic iirftitutes, might as well have 
faid) Thera, zvns on'E purification hy water ; as, veheii 
advertiiig t(') a Chriirian ordinance, .7’/'r;v /> one hap^ 
tifm. Nay, according to the afler lions, and rea- 
fenings of my opponent, Paul might have reverfed 
the application of his two phrafes, Dtv^ERS haptlfmsy 
and ONE bupifin: ufing the former to indicate that 
variay of diflercntly qualified fubjects, ajxi modes of 
performance, which the ^ Chriftian purification’ ad- 
mits ; arid tke latter, to denote the lefs diverfified ufe 
of w'ater in ceremonial clean fmgs ainong the Jews, 
For, if the principles of Dr, W. be juft, jnd his ar- 
gumentation conclufive, Chriftian baptifin admits of 
a much greater variety, as to the ufe of water, than 
did the Jewifti purifications. — efo not recollecft: that 
ceremonial purification by water was effedfed, among 
the chofen tribes, except by bathmg in it, or being 
fprinkied with it: and,, when fpriiikled, it v^is not 
mere water, but water mixed with the afties of a 

burnt 
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burnt heifer. '1 he fpccies, however, of what our au- 
thor calk, ‘ the Chriliian purificatiou by water,’ arc 
wonderfully \'ar:oi!N, as \vill appear from the {ollowin|j 
rnciiietion of parriculars. 

'Chat Englifh Ihedohaptifts ’hi general confider an//;z- 
nierfion of the v\ I u Ic h- >dy in water, foiiyin^^ a 1 i ttle witciT 
on the face, and a few drops upon it, as three 

diltinct modes of ^ I'lii ineatioir that are ecjually valid,, 
my reader nee:h; no information: to which the fv>l- 
lowing difrere;’!^ modes of proceeding may he added, 
as cither Ifateh.ly or occafionally prac'iiied by Pwdo- 
b.'l'/hils. 'I'hus iVlr. (jiiOKciE Day: ‘ 1 adniinifl;er 
‘ -'i! oidilnancc by r/'*/>/>/h;g the pice cd liie .perfori in 
‘ ihe water‘d.’ Bp. BuRxVET informs us, that fomc 
I'onr water on the I'dr/c^pir: of th-; head ■[ . Among 
liic Lutherans, in Saxony, Denmark, and Norway, 

* the naked head of the child is held over the font, and 
^ the prieft pours wuicr three over it, while he is- 
‘ projioiincing tlic ufual baptifinal words ; |X)iiring 

* once in the name of the Father, a fecond time iji the 
‘ iiame of the Son, and a third time in the name of 
' the Holy CjhofL[:P In the Ritual of the church of 
Milan, Air. Barclay' informs ur, it is ordered that 
^ the head of the infant be three times plunged into 
^ rhe water ||.’ 'Hk* Liturg;y of Zuric!) cr'ijoins three- 
handfuls of water to be poured on the fnehcad of the 
infant§. John dr Saint Valier, bifliop of Qgie- 
bcc, publiihed a Ritual for the ufe of his diocefc, in 
which he ordered, that Vhen pouring is ided, it fhould 
be performed by trJiing a little cruet of baptifinal 

Vt rfunjivc to full p. f LiUrr of 

hi:^ Truv/iSf p. Sv ' fn Mr. KrnnxsoN'j liij}. of 

p- Vid. !'>cm in- R’l 1 Lijiifid. P.'irs / I, 

(hi)). IjM. iz. }). T-’*'. ji hnj. D'W. Avticli UiiJjljfm, 
§ hi Mr. Kobilto.n's 1! jL of p. 53 5 ^ 


water 
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water, and pouring it three times \n fortn of a crofs 
upon the head of the infant^. Mr. Johnson, a 
Brownifl, wujhcd the face .Dr. (jUyse reprefents 
the Harbinger of our Lord as b;iptizing thus: ^ It 
* feems to me, that the people flood in ranks near to, 
^ or juft within the edge of the river; and John paft- 
^ ing along befoi^e them cajl water upon their heads 
‘ or Lets, with his hands, or fame proper inftrn- 
^ mentX* * * § ^ So Jfroaik Lono, a Poituguefe Jefuit, 
informs us, that he and his afiftaius, when in AhyL 
finia, ‘placed in ranks thofe who v;ere ftiflicicnily 
‘ inftruefed, and paifing through with great vcftels of 
‘ water, baptized them according to the form pre- 
‘ feribed by the church. As their number was very 
‘ great, we cried aloud, — Thofe of this rank are named 
‘ Anthony — TUfe of ihai rank^ Peter— and did 
‘ the Lmc among the \v^omen, whom we feparated 
‘from among the men||.’ It was the opinion of 
fome in former ages, that a perfon is baptized, on 
whatever part of the body the water may fall §: and 
Dr. Watts aftures us ‘ the Greek word haptizo 
‘ fignincs to v/alh any thing, properly, by water corn- 
‘ ing OVER [not upon] it — That the Greek word 
‘ fjgnifics walking a thing in ^general by water com- 
‘ing OVER it, and not always dipping In the Ri- 
tual publiftied by Bp. Valier, beh;rc mentioned, a 
querift informs the biftiop, ‘ That as children were 
‘ apt to be afraid of the prieft, it liad been a cuftom to 
‘ baptize by moiftening the' hand with baptifmal wa- 
‘ ter, and rubbing it on the forehead, and fometimes to 
‘ baptize with a fpo?ige. Were fuch baptifms valid ? 

* Idrn.\ p. 4';6, 4--. ■[ cf ibe Pur i tans y Vol. J. 

p. ^4'?, ^44. 0<‘>avi> Edit, f AeV, on Matr. iii. 6. 1* Tn 

RoFUNf.oN, at fupra, § Vi vrMne /////. Labi', HccuL Xlil. 

§ 164. % In Jhitiprcd, Lxam, Vol. II. p. 105. 


‘ The 
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‘ The cafuifls reply; AfFufion is iiot cUeirial, and 
‘ baptifrn adminiftcred by a ha.ul^ or a is 

^ valid*.’ Our viol(;nt opponent, M:. Lewelyn, 
wlien fpeaking of the term baptize^ inidls; 'Fhat ‘ if 
‘a perfoa docs but touch the water, he has done 
‘ every thing neceflanly implied in the v/orclf Nav, 
this, on the princ'-plcs of i 3 r. is all lh:it is re- 
quired ; bjCctufe it includes what he tlcganily calls 
‘ a contagion of the pcrfori and the element;’ and as 
he ell’ewhere v/iih coniumri.ate propi 'u ty expreiVes him- 
fcir, it briiigs ♦.he iubject ^ into a Itate or *({■/'/; ay } 
Once more: I'licic is another fpecies of our au- 
tlior’s purification deferibed by a late writer, who 
fpea'cs as follows. ^ A thoufeavJ ingcnio*ns dcwices 
‘ have been invenled to atlininillcr beptirm by iprinh- 
* ling in extraor.{iii iry Vafe *. it v/oukl ihock. the 
‘ moueity of pia^pie iinufed to fiich a ceremony to re- 
‘ late the law of the cafe. Suffice it, dr-reforc, to ob- 
‘ferve, that if the band ov foot o?i!v cf u babe dying 
‘with its mother in the biith be fpiinkietl, it is Intp- 
‘ tifm, and the child is favej — Father jERu.n Flo- 
‘ RENTINI of Lucca publiiheJ a fcurrli edition of a 
‘ middle fized quarto — to explain, coiifun:, and direct 
‘ the baptifiTi of infants unborn. A book is fold nm 
‘ feen graced with fo many imprimaturs and recom- 
‘ mendations — Fven in the prefent times an humane 
‘ dodtor of divinity and laws of Palermo* ’in the year 
‘ fcventecn hundred and fifry-onc, pubiihied at Milan, 
‘ in the Italian tongue, n bovok of three hundred and 
‘ twenty pages in quai-to, dedicated to. all the guardian 
‘ angels, to direct prielb and phyiicians how to fecure 
‘ the eternal falvation of infants by baptizing them, 
‘ when they could not be born. I'Ik: furgical inltru- 

In E.oBr.vsox, ut fi'pray p. 457. \ Dud, of Biiifmy 

p. 1-5. Voi. il. 13S. 

‘ ment 
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‘ ment anciprocefs cannot bemcnrtoiietl here ; rnul the 
‘ reader is come to a point in the hi{k>ry of Infant 
^ fprinicling, where EngliTa m(^deiVy compjl.s him to 
‘ retreat and retire^/ — Relative to the baptizing of a 
human fetus, Luther alks ; ‘ An parvulus nondum 
‘ natus pojjk^ poriedta ex utero m:inu vel pedc, bap- 

* tiznri ?’ 7'o which he anfwers, ‘ Hie nihil tcincre 

* judico, mcamque ignorantfim confitcorf.’ 

1 he Ipccics of Chriliiaii baptii'm hou' admirably di- 
vcrfiiicd ! The varictv of wavs in \^hic;] Dr. W/s 
cle:;n(in:; rile m;iv be performed, how arcat f My 
opponent informs us, that Cne z'l/r/V-f the mode of ad- 
‘ mini flration according to and, fure- 

ly, circum (lances, inclinations, and whims, muft be 
very fingular indeed, if among the fore- mentioned par- 
ticulars there be not fomething to fait them* For 
immerfion, pouring, and fprinkling, are all of them 
varied and ufed in difterent v/ays* Solemnly to tm- 
rner!} '‘jjhdr cf a candidate, is adirnttcd by 

• j ■ a ^ ' j 

every author of learning and of candour to be real 
baptifm : but, befidcs that, we Lave here a finglc dip- 
ping of the face^ and the dipping of the head three 
times. To pour water on tlie hice is a commoii prac- 
tice ; but,, here we are presented \vit!i pouring v/atcr 
on the ba:k part of the licad j pouring water three 
times on the head 5 pouring- three handtuls of watei- on 
t\\t jorchead \ pouring water three timvs in the form 
of a crojs ; and pouring water oil any part of the 
body. Sprinklbig the faces of individuals, one by 
one, is alfo a common practice among our Proteilaiit 
Dilfenting Brctliren ; but here we taught that, 
befidcs this Icifurely and cautious way of proceeding, 
if there be a number of candidates, the adminiftrator 

^ Mr. Ronfr;sGN'’s Tf/J. o/BjJk p. ^30, 452, 433. t 
(iviiiis Ua)}lonku, Opera, Tom. 11 . fol. 7 ^^. J H* 4 C' 9 * 
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may place them /n ranks^ and, with his hriid, a fcoop^ 
or feme other infl-rnment, ra// water upon the heads 
or faces of half a dozon at once ; that the J>arr of the 
body on which the water may fall is not material ; and 
tliat unborn iiifints may be fprinklcd by the ufe of a 
fvrlnge . — 'Fhefc modes of purifying, though greatly 
diverfjiied, do not, however, exha*#!! all the different 
fpecies of bnptifrn : ior tl\crc are fevcral others which 
do not properly fall under the notion of either dipping, 
pouring, or f])! inkling; but rather under that general 
idea which l)i*. W. has b.appily expreiled, by a ‘ aev/- 
‘ Iav 7 /k;/ of the peifon and the element;’ or by bring- 
ing the fubject into a ^ ftatc of wetnej's.^ Such, for 
irdtance, waj})big the face y rubbing the forehead 
wdth a wet hand; applying a wet fponge ; or by water 
touching any part of the* body: each of w’hich my op- 
ponent mult confider as a fpecies of baptifm, becaufe 
there is ^ a contatVion of the perfon and the element/ 
Nay, were we to uiiderftand thft extradl fiom Dr* 
Watts in a ftridily literal fenfe, it might lead us to 
think of a perfon being baptized, without even that con-- 
taolion taking place. For he, once and again, c.\ plains 
the term baptize iis meaning to wafh anything, not by 
putting it into water, nor yet by water being applied 
to it; but by water coining over it: which does not 
imply n' contacVion oftb.e fubjedt: and the element. It 
is freely admitted, however, that the ceh/brated author 
had no fuch idea, though he lb exprefled himfcif: but 
hence it appears that Dr. W atts, as well as Dr. 
(jiLL, when difcouiiThg on the term haptizcy w-as 
capable of exprcllipg himfelf iniulvcrtently — From 
the preceding conlideratipns it is aj^parent, tii it if tliofe 
w^ords of the Anoftle, divers baptlfmsy prove any tiling 
ngainfl: us in this controverfy, they piovc too much ; 
aiiJj therefore, that our author’s confident boafl-ing, 

relative 
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relative to the pail'agc, is unfcnndcc!. Kiit I ixc cJ- 
leit myfclf, and niuft not here fjrther cnhe-gc ; left, in 
the eftimate of Dr. W,^ I Ihftuld Ic^ie ir.y cliarailcr 
for ‘ confiinimate prudence:’ a . charjiTcc r, doubtlefs, 
that is much more eahlv loii than obtain.::]. 

J 

My opponent, 1 obferve, not only avows the /<77{’- 
fulnef of immeriioVi, but acknowlecige’S that it is oce.i- 
{\oi\2\\y pr an f I'd by if \ while, n::v-: rLlulr^fs, he 

apparently endeavours to cxplod'* tire as con- 

temnihle ridiculous, Refpedlir.g llr: fr-rmer, his 
language is: ^ They rnu(f be luithcr v/hV/, and 
‘ perhaps mpy^udenl^ who deny iriimcTfion tC' be a fpc- 
‘cics of baptizing — If beptizing be iv ithcr rnorc nor 
‘ lefs than e'/pp/;: I have the certahiiy of at Icail Tone- 

* times BAP'riziN’G inranr:: and ){ f/cJ? arc dipped a 
^ftuond time, all the Wv)r!(! muf^: t: now they will be 
^ Anahaptyis^d Nay, he fays; I own it does not 
‘ appear to me likely that one uniform mode [cf admi- 

* niftration] prevailed even In the rpfJoUc 

It feems to be ‘ his opinion,’ therefore, rh.at iinmerfion 
was, at' lead:, foinc times praltifeJ by th^ Apiftiis. 
Hence it is plain, that dipping is both ccrinJcrod and 
ufoJ by him, as vearranted bs divine Lrn , — But let us 
now hearhim on die cdur lido, and fee in what a cou- 
te Tiptuous manner he treats immcrfion. 

He dcnor|Tina,t:'^, far indcncL, the adiiriniSTator', 
^ coniniiirion:*d/>/.v«^/?rs.’ Our practice he calls ‘ the 
‘ plunging plan and our fentiments, ‘ the plunging 
^ principlesd He charges our view of ba^ptifin with 
‘ reprcfentiiig John as an amphibious animal^ living a 
‘ great part of his time up to the middle inavalevd He 
quotes with approbation Mr. De Courcey, where he 
fpeaks of plunging ‘ head-over-earsd He calls the 

Vol. II. TCr, 409. f Vul. J. 195, 19^'. 

iminerfion 
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iinmerfioii of candidates ^ their ghostly burial* 
Without, in t!ic leai't, adverrinj to the proof wliich I 
have produced, that the reprefentation which Dr. 
Guyse and Mr. J. W^:sle y have given of John's 
baptizing in Jordan, is dctcilably farcical ho con- 
fiders our view of die ancient fadf as having a ten- 
done v to expofo the condnJt of John to the ridiciil e 
oflnriJcls: and he infinuates, that^immerfion ori- 
ginated in a rnijljlcn ZtidL agaiiifl l^agan fuperlli- 
tion f. — In thefo and fnnilar particulars Dr. W.. 

‘ Ihows his opinion,’ and rnanifrds his enmity againft 
iminerfion ; but that he exprenes enherhis ^ cr.iidoiir’ 
or his ‘ prudence’ in fu doing, is not fo clear. Be- 
c.iufe, for an aulhcn* to acknowledge the divhie fdobt 
of ini.nerlioii, and to avow it as occafionally 
by HIMSELF, while he endeavours to explode the 
practice as ri jicui 'us, has a very awkward appearance. 
Had his favourite Antipredobaptid:, Mr. Elliot, 
ufed this opprobrious langange, there would havx* been 
little reafon for wonder, or for a charg^ of inconfillency ; 
but for Dr. Vv". at any tiine to act on the prin- 

cipljs^ tliepA;//pV;F pAv//, and as a commijjioned plun- 
ger — for him to practife, as divinely authorized, what 
Jiereprefeiits as originating in a grofs mijUiked'^y plung- 
ing an infant, or an adult, he ad-over-car s\ for^HlM to 
give any one a ghostly burial^ and by fo doing to 
provoke the laugh of Inridjls, is very extraordinary ! 
Taking the op jjo fit e parts of his dcci five opinion in 
connection, the refult is ; That imuierfion being com^ 
pletelj warr (gated by divin'e laiv^ and by apofloUc prac^ 
Ucc^ he has no ohje^ion t^ufe it: hut^ as that mode of 
practice is ridiculous^ he thinks it his duty to explode it. 
So truly has he obferved, that^ wonders never ceafe j!’ 

* See Pa'dobjy, yY.i- Vol. I. p.237 — 247. f Vol. 11.21^, 

tr, , li i, 84, f 7 I 7, £79, 169, 1 72, iS 3 . I Vol.n. 71;. 

I will 



358 Meaning of the TFords [Chap. V, 

1 will here produce two or three quotations from 
learned Piedobaptlfts, to reprove my opponent for his 
inconftjlcncy^ and for treating that as ridlculous^vA\ic\i 
is of itfelf folemn, and has aiiviiic fandtion. Thus, 
then, Mr. Ellys : ‘ I muli needs fay. That nothing 
in the world doth (and I think I may fa);-, ought) 
^ more to prejuJice me againU: any religion, than to 
^ find it con [I ra hied in its defence, to fiy undecent 
‘ things of that which it gmnts to be [contained in] the 
‘ word of G od . ’ — D r. W \i n d k b o r k, hav ing de- 
feribed the adinini If ration of baptifin, as performed in 
a finall river, by a B;.pti[i: miniiter, and iiihis own pre* 
fence, can lidly fays : ^ I confefs, that before I faw this 
‘ baptifnal i had no great exp::eLnion of its ex- 
^ citing much devotion ; but 1 found the contrary. 

‘ Never CO ({hi any ai:i of baptifm have a nearer refem^ 
^ hlanceto ihofe per f ran d in the river Jordan^ nor con- 
‘ fequcntly better ailiH: the imagination of thofc, who 
^ had read the account of baptizings in the Bible with 
‘any veneration, 'than this imitation: indeed, I ob- 
‘ ferved fame of thofe who were pielent {bedding 
‘ tears How diiFercnt is the lan;mae^c of this re- 
fpecUiblc foreigner, from thofe expreffions of our author, 
head-ovcr--ears^ ghofiy burial! yet Dr. Wenoe- 
BORN ii^an ‘ unexceptionable witnefs.’ 

Thus alfb Dr. Wall, wlicn fpeaking of the pri- 
mitive Chrilfians : ‘'Fhcir general and ordinary w^ay 
‘ was to baptize by immerfion, or dipping the perfon, 
‘ whether it were an infiint, or grown man or woman, 
^ into the water. This is fo plaiji and clear by an 
^ infinite number of paflage.^, that as one cannot but 
^ pity the WEAK endeavours effuch Padobaptijis ea 

Pn/rVi-ahr ^open\'Th]c IJI. p, 20-;. View of 

En y loud towards tU Qloje of the Eigbieeuib Centnrj^'SoL IL p. 


‘ would 
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would 7nalntaln the negative of it \ fo aJfo we ought 
^ TO DISOWN AND SHOW A DISLIKE OF THE FRO- 
^ FANE SCOFFS which fwi? people give to the Englijh 
^ Anti pa dob apt ijis^ rnerAy for their ufe of dippiiig, ’I'is 

* one thing to maintain, that that circumflance is not 
‘ abrolutcly neceflary to the effence of baptifm : and 
^ anoih^r, to go about to rcnref.uit it as ridiculous and 
^ foolijh^ or ns foameful anJ indcccnf: when it w'as in 
‘ all probability the way In* which our blefl’ed Saviour, 

* and for certain was the mofl- ufiial and ordin:iry way 
< by wliich the ancient Chrijlians, did receive their 
‘ baptifrn — ’Tisa great want of prudence, as well as 
‘ of honefty, to refufe to grant to an adverfary, what is 
^ certainly true, and may be proved fo. It creates a 
‘ jcaloufty of all the reft that one fays — plain 

* that the ordinary and gcyicra! practice of St. J^'hn, the 
‘ Apoflies, and primitive clurch, was to baptize 
^ bv putting the perfon into the water, or caufing 
^hlm to "o i’lto the water. Neither do 1 know of 

o 

^ ANY Protcihiut ivho has denied it\ and hut VERY 
^ FEW rnen of learning that have denied, that where it 
‘ can be ufed wdth fafety of health, it is the nioft fit- 
^ ting way — John the third and twenty third, Mark 
‘the firft and fifth, Ads thecighth and tliirty eighth, 

‘ arc undeniable proofs that the baptized pcidWi ordina- 
‘ rily went into the water, and foinctimes the baptift 
‘ too. We fliouIJ not kjK>\v by thefe accounts whe- 
‘ ther the whoJe body of the baptized was put under 

* water, head and all, were it not for two later proofs, 

* which feefrn to me to put it out of cjucftion. One, 
‘ that St Paul does twice', in an allufive Way of fpeaking, 
‘ call baptifm a burigl ; which allufion is not fo proper, 
^ if we conceive them to have gone into the water only up 
^ to the arm-pits, and fo on ; as it is if their whole body 
^ wasimraerfed. The other, the cuftom of the near fuc- 

‘ cceding 
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‘ ceedlng times — As for fprhkllngy I f:iy as Mr. 

‘ Blake at its firft coming up in England, Let the?n 
« defend it that uje it — They [who are inclined to Pref- 

* bncrianilm] are hardly prevailed on to leave ofF that 
‘ fcandalns cufloni of having their children, though 
‘ never fo v/c!!, baptized out of a bafin, or porringer, 

* in a bod-chamber ; hardly pcrfiiad:d to bring them 
‘to church; muc^i fiirthcr from having i\\ciri dippef 
‘ though never fo able to ci’idiirc it — W ell, reader, 
what think you of this remarkable teftimony ? It 
comes from an ‘ exceptionable v/itnefs* — from one 
who, it is prefiimcd, were he now living, would excr- 
eife no fiuall degree of pity toward my opponent, for 
his mrinv ^ rjrak endeavours;’ would reprobate his 

or fneering at the prailice of immcrficn; and 
would be amazed to find a Pool or in divinity and a 
Protrfuxnty not only fo ^ phmp againft’ the truth, but 
fo inconfilhuit withhimfelf. 

Di. Wall, I pbferve, feems to intimate in the 
pafirure adduced, that Protefiant authors are more dif- 
pofed than Roman Catholics, to acknowledge the fact 
vvliich he ali'erts : but the following quotations will 
fliow, that the moll learned and eminent writers of 
the Romifh communion are equally againft my oppo- 
nent. Thus, for example, Paciaudi: ‘Was our 
‘ Lord Chrift baptized by afperfim? This is fo far 
‘ from being true, that notiiing is more oppofite to 
‘ truth.’ Thusalfo Vicecomes: ‘ I will never ceafo 
‘ to proftfs and teach that ordy imiaerfion iq water, exr 
‘ cept in cafes of necefiity, i;’. lawful baptifin in the 
‘ church. I will lefute that filfo notion, that baptifin 
‘ was adiiiiniftered in the primitive cliurcTi by pouring 

IVft- of Inf. B.ip. Part II. Chnp. ii, Vefinefyip. 129, 131, 
140, 147* 

« or 
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* or fprinkling.’ He proceeds to proo^ and particu- 
larly refutes the objcv^ion taken from the faaptiftn of 
three thou find in one day by the Apollles, by obferv- 
ing — that it was a lon^ fummer-day — that the words 
pronounced in baptifni were as long in the mode of 
fprinkling as in that of dipping — that dipping might 
be performed as quick as fprinkling ; and fo on*. 
To the tcfl-iinony of Bossuet of Mcaux I have 
already rcfen ed f . 

My opponent infinuatcs, that we are beholden to 
Popery for the pradiice of immcriion. Tims he fpeaks: 
^ It is urged, "f bat dipping was innfc for thirteen 
‘ tired years \ i. e. through the darkeft limes of Popery! 
‘what a mighty recornnundation :f But are not 
the apojloiic times included in thofe thirtee’n hundred 
years ? and was the cliin^'ch then corru}>ted with what 
is now called Popn'yl Suppofing I were to fay, and 
I'roducc tcRirnonies in proof of the fa£t \ Cornmnnion in 
hot!) kinds was conjiantly p^^itlifd for thirteen hundred 
years : would rny opponent think, of ‘ confronting, of 
‘ breaking, and of routing niy phalanx’ of arguments 
by conlidcnrly replying ? ^ That ir, througli the dark- 
‘ eft times of i^opcry ! What a mighty rccommenda- 
‘‘ tipn !’ Or iuppofing It were laid, RveaJing the Scrip- 
tures, public pjayer, and homiletic inftnidiion, were 
prrvffifed in the church for thirteen centinics; would 
it beconfidcrctl as a fulHcicnt conJutatioi^ for any one 
to anfwer, ‘ That is, through the darkeft times of 
< Popery ?’ How often nmft I complain of our au- 
thor, for confidently ‘ fhowing his opinion^ v/ithout 
‘ anfwering his pai'i^ even while he pretends to give 
‘ a FULL reply r’ • 

111 i\Ttc R<)nI^^‘<ON^s p. 4^3, 454, 4^. 
Vide VicKCOMiTis 0^'h‘%'ai. Ea^tjiafh de dutiu. Bah. Ritib^ 
L. IV.C.vi, viu t Seep. 31. ' J Vol/lJ. I'sr,. 

R Every 
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Every competent judge will acknowledge, I pre- 
fume, that the ninth and following centuries down t® 
the Reformation, may be juftly reckoned the ^ darkeji 
‘ times of Popery.* Now, tha^: ‘ unexceptionable wit- 
^ nefs,* and learned Lutheran, Hollazius, ijiforms 
us; ‘ That in the beginning of the primitive church, 
‘ b<iptifm was adminiftered by Immerfion.* T hen he 
adds : ‘Baptizandi^SjdL'poritis vefiimentis, in flumende- 
^ fcendcbat, et niidus aqu.'e Iv^imergebatur : qua ratione 
‘ Chriilus (Matt. ill. 13 , 25.) dicitur protinus afcend- 
^ ifie t'x Jo} tUnc. prius dvfccndcrat, ct probabile eft, 
‘ iotum c-:irp::s Chrifti fnijfe — He proceeds: 

‘ Bui ihe cuiloin of baptizing by afperfion prevailed in 
^ the Weftern [or Papal] church, after the age of 
‘ (jRn'joHY, about the year eight hundred and feven- 
‘ ty ti\'e ; and, by degrees, through almoft all the 
^ Wei, ihj rite c f ijnmeruon’ became obfolete *.* 

Still furtficr to ^ confront and to roue’ this dogma- 
tizing conJucl, I will prjfmt my reader with an ex- 
tract from anoihcr*^ unexceptionable wiinefs’ — from 
an author, 1 will venture to fav, Jiot Jefs learned, nor 
Icfs acquainted with fubjecls of this kind, tlian my op- 
ponent. Thus, then, Dr. V/ all : ^ France feems to 
‘ have becji the fir ft country in the worlds where ba]>- 
‘ tifai by uffuficn was ufed ordinarily to })eifons iii 
‘ health, and in the public way of adrniniftering it— 
‘ They [the Affembly of Divines at Wcftminller] re- 
^ formed ^{^font into a baftm ^Fhis learned Aflem- 
<bly could not remember, that fonts to baptize in, 
‘ had been always ufed by the primitive Chriftians, 
‘ long before the beginning of Popery, and ever fince 
< churches were built ; but that, fprinkling, for the 

♦ T*'oeolo^, Firs Hi. Sf6t. II. Cap.iv. p. 107S, 1079. Holm. 
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‘ common ufe of baptizing, was really introduced (in 
‘ France firft, and then in other Popijh countries) in 
‘ times of Popery. And that accordingly, all those 

‘ COUNTRIES IN WHICH THE USURPED POWER OF 

‘ THE Pope is, or has formerly been owned, 
^HAVE LEFT OFF DIPPING of children in 
‘THE font: but that all other countries 

‘ IN THE WOPvLD, WHICH WAD NEVER REGARDED 
‘HIS AUTHORITY, ^DO STILL USE IT : AND THAT 
‘ BASINS, EXCEPT IN CASE OF NECESSITY, WERE 

‘ NEVER USED BY Papists, or any other 
‘Christians whatsoever, till liy TEdEM- 
‘ SELVES — has been faid of this cuiiom of 
‘ pouring ot fprinkling water in the ordinary* life of 
‘ baptlfm, is to be uiitlerllood only In refei'ence to 
‘ th jfe eftern parts of Europe : for it is iifed ordi- 
‘ narily no v/here clfe. 'The Greek Church, in all 
‘ the branches of it, does ftill life immerfion ; and they 
‘ hardly count a child, except in cafe of ficknefs, 
‘ well baptized without It. And fo do all other Clirif- 
‘ tians in the world, except tlie Latins. That which 
‘ I hinted before, is a rule that docs not fail in any 
‘ particular that I know ofj viz. All the nations of 
‘ Chriflians, that do now, or formerly did falynit to 
‘ the authority of the Bifiiop of Rome, do ordinarily 
‘ baptize their infents by pouring or fprinklipg. And 
‘ though the Englhli received not this cuftorn till after 
‘ the decay of Popery, yet they have fince received it 
‘ from fuch iFjighbour nations as liad began it In the 
‘ tirne of the Pope's power’. Bt/t all oibir Chrijltam 
‘ in the worlds who yiiver owned the Pope's ufuj'pecl 
^ power ^ (by and EVER DID,- dip their infants in the 
‘ ordinary ufe "^' — To this remarkable tcliimony from 


llijl.of //{/[wZ Part TT. Clwp. ix. EJit. the Second. 
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Dr. Wall, I will add the following from Sir John 
Flover: ‘ The Church of Rome hath drawn fliort 
* compendiums of both facrapients. In the eucharifi, 
^ they ufc only the zuafery—andy inftead of the immer- 
^iion, they INTRODUCED afperfon 

Now, reader, what think you of thefe teftimonies ? 
Are they not ^ pjujnp againlV our author ? Do they 
not ablblutcly reverfe hi^ infinuated and groundlcfs 
charge? Nay, as the Clergyman and thcPhyfician are 
unexccptloiiiib! j witiiJiTcs, Jo they notcoiivift pouring 
and fprinkling of originating in ihejufurpation of the 
man of jin ? ^ViSy, then, as Dr. W, had thefe things 
before him iii the work he pretended completely to an- 
fwer, did he entirely overlook them ? Why, in the 
plenitude of his polemical prowefs, did he not at leafi: 
^confront,’ if he did not* ‘ break’ and thoroughly 
^ rout, the ph.ilanx ?’ But, had he attacked with rc- 
folution and zeal th-* Epifcopalian clergyman and the 
medical knight, it might have been the worfc for their 
cliaracl'jrs. Becaufe, in fuch cafe, it is probable he 
would eiiher have purfued them with the huc-anJ-cry 
of bigfjtry\ or have pronounced them inamoratoes and 
in a ftate of llrong temptation, Podibly, hov/ever, my 
oppofer may poildP a confidcrable fhare of that ‘ con- 
‘ funimatc prudence’ which, in aiiother cafe, he af- 
crihes to us ; a)id which iiiduccd him, out of toickr^ 
< nefs to litmfelf and his caufe,' to let them efcape with- 
out notice. 

Having: confidered the principal things^ contained in 
our author’s dong Chapter,. Concerning the Sig 7 iifica- 
tlon of the terms baptize and baptism; I arri re- 
minded of certain fubtcrfug<-s which h we been ufed to 
evade the natural and proper feufe of Greek terms, by 


* Hijl. of Cold Balbitfg, p. ic. Edit, the Fifth. 
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thofe- who deny the endlefs punifhnif'iU of the . . f d, 
and of the replies which f):nc of tlulr have 

made when detecting ‘th '' ; y ; which replies, 

viutatis miitandU^ will to the conduct ot Dr, 

W. refpecling the word I then, Dr. 

Jonathan Edwards, ag.iinil' Dr. Cmauncy ; 

^ Dr. C. fays, That u^oov and aicci/iog may fignify a 
limited duration 5’’ manifeftjf argues, on this 

‘ head, from pojfihility to pr^m hi and even to fad * 

* He fays, if chuulo; ?nay fignlfy a period of time 
only, there is not a ihadow of aJi interference be- 
tween its connection wn'th the puniihrncnt of wicked 
men, and their being fiaally fivcd.'" I hat iS, ii it 

* may pojjibiy fignify a period of time only, it ivS ablo- 
‘ lately certain that when it is applied to future^ptnuib- 

* menf, it does ftgnify a period of time only — 1 he 
‘ Dodtor fays, Thefe vrords, and atcono?, are 

evidently more loofe and Mi neral in their me:iiiing, 
than the Englilh words etermiy [and] everuyluig — 
If it were not fo, how comes it to pufs Uiat cacov 
and oi^icouiog will not always bear beiiig trajdlated 
eternity^ cverlajiing?'*'* By the fame argun-ent it 
‘ may be proved, that the words eternity and everlajl- 
‘ ing in our language, are more loofe aral general in 
‘ their meaning, than the Greek aiOJi/ anckatoji/io^. 

^ We frequcjiily Ly, Such a man is an evcrhjhng 
‘ talker ; or, fie talks eternally : He is etejenally flan- 
‘ dering and quarrt lling yyith his neighbours. But ac- 
‘ cording to Dr, C.’s fenfe of the Greek words, oeuc]i 

* and aiciJi/io?, the Engli/h phrafes juft mentioned can- 
*• not be properly tranilated by the ufe of thofe Greek 
‘ words. The Doc^tor fays, they properly mean the 
‘ duration of an age. But when it is fait), A man talks 

* eternally ; the meaning is not, that he talks /ir an 
^ ege^ I'be truth is, there are idioms in all languages 
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* which will not bear a literal tranflation into any 

* other language. The circumftance, that ocicov and 

* cciuviog will not alwnys bear to be rendered eternity 
‘ and eternal^ no more proves that ihey do not properly 
‘ fignify the Tame wit!i our words eternity - ahI cter- 

* than the circunifrancc, that they will not al- 
‘ ways bear to be rendered a7i and diirin:^ nn age^ 

* proves that thyy do not properly fignify the duration 

‘ of an age — if i>(ed ablolutely, did 2 ;eneraIIy 

* fignify a mere temporary duration ; it would not 
‘ thence follow, that it had the fame refl-riefed rigniri- 

* cation when governed by the prcpTofition ug. It is 
‘ never applied to future punlfhment, but in this con- 

* flruclion — If cciwuoc be ufed feventy one times in 

* the wliole ; fixty-fix times befidcs thofe infirances in 
^ which it is allow'ed to be applied to future punifh- 
‘ numt ; and if in all thofe fixty-fix inftances, except 

* two, it certainly mean, or at leaft may fairly and 

* molt naturally be underftood to mean, an endlefs 
^ duration ; if in all, except fix, it mull neceflarily be 

* underftood in the endlefs fenfe ; what are we hence 

* naturally, and may I not fay, neceflarily, led to con- 

* elude, concerning thofe inftances in which it is ap« 

* plied to the punifhment of the wicked ? Doubtlefs, 

* that Ic thofe inftances too it is ufed in the endlefs 

* fenfe — A*wk, whether in the fingular or plural, go- 

* verned by the prepofitionfij, invariably in the New 
^ Teftament fignifies an endlefs duration— Nor does 
‘ the Greejc language furniih any word more deter- 

* ixiinately exprelGve of endlefs duration ; and not- 
‘ withftanding what Dr. C. fays to the contrary, it 

* appears that they [anovie? and’atwp] do as properly 
^ and determinately exprefs an endlefs duration, as 
‘ the Englilh words eternal and eternity. If there^- 

* fore thefc words be explained away to mean a mere 

> tern- 
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* temporary duration, it is Impnjp.hle t- ci^ avy words he 
‘ ufed which would not frffcr the fame treatment from 

the fame hands % 

Tims alf> Mr. Stephen Johnson, when writing 
on the fame fubject: ‘'J'herc is lomething ii>clclicate, 

‘ incongruous, and abfurci, in criiicifing the words of 
‘ a capital fentence, [or the principal,enadi:ing terms of 

* a law, J to fct afide the Xpiric and energy of it : be- 

* caufe from the nature of the thing, tlicy are always 

^ fuppofed to be the moft/i/^7/>/, clear ^ determhiate, 

* Suppofe one of the carpers of this world (hould cri- 
‘ ticife the word dcath^ in a capital fentence pro-' 
‘nounced upon a murderer:' he aJdrefl'es the criml- 

* nal, [and fays,] You mu ft note, the v/ord death is 

< ambiguous, and certainly ufed iii a variety of differ- 

* ent conftruel’ons in Scripture, and in common lan- 

* guage ; and therefore is doubtful, as coiUK^^ted in 

< the fjntence paffed upon you. Sometimes it means 
‘ natural death ; fmietimcs, tliough leldom, a violent 
‘ death. At other times, mcral dea:h. Souietimor, 
‘neither of thefe, but only the y/cv?' and danger of 
‘ death: in deaths oft^ fays Paul, Not that he often 
‘ died j but was oft in fear and danger of it. So the 
‘ fentence may put you in fear and liange^ and not 
‘ be literally executed. Or it may nie.-ti death in 
‘ law ; that you (hall be an out-law, and lUifer IcJls 
‘ and damage by it — Would iTot every than of com- 
‘ moil fenfe reprobate fuch an unnatural, barbarous 
‘ kind of c^'iticifm, as a'fhocking, abufive impofitioii 
‘ upon the prifoner, and the higheft indignity offered 
‘ to the judge f P 

It appears, I think with ftriking evidence, that if 

• "The Salvation of all 7 nen Jlf/if!y p. 248, 

» 5 1 , 2 p , z 5 c , 2 : 8 , 3 . + E'uerbjiing Eumfinn nt of the 

Vn^ojf E'vincicli^ ijii. 
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our Lord's meaning in the tapti final ftatiite muft be 
learned from thofe mediums of proof which Dr. W. 
has adopted, it cannot be knov/nby the conunon peo- 
ple; which is co-ntrary to Axiom the leccaiJ. No; 
the illiterate muil eniiivly depend for intelligence, rc~ 
fpedfing the ait of baptizirig, on the learning, the in- 
genuity, and the integrity of their teachers. For tny 
opponent will not pennitthem, though quite incapa- 
ble of reading the (rreek i'cfl ament, to have, either 
the original nmnc of the ordinance, the verb which, 
expreffes the action ni|iiiredof an acjininlflrator, to 
be tranflated ; but eaclt of the Greek terms, like 
the Hebrew lUggalon Srlah^ muit by all mea;-.s be 
retained# As if, ref])ecting this affair, he wifheJ to 
keep the illiterate entirely dependent on the did^.itesof 
their learned guides, and leave room for the molf vi- 
gorous exercife of critical acumen ! — Nay, fiippofijig 
ihc original e-nafting term, expreffijig the adtion to be 
performed, were literally tranflated into our language; 
yet, according to my opponent, mere Englifli readers 
in general muft ftill depend on the acumen and im- 
partiality of their teachers. Becaufe even then it 
would be highly necefl'ary, well to diftinguifli between 
the etymological and the legal fenfe of any term that 
might be'afed by a tranflator. But the bulk of real 
Chriftlans are not capable of diftinguifhing either be- 
tween the generic^ and the Jpecific fignification of any 
word ; or between the philologual^ and the ceremonial 
fenfe of a term. Of thefe difthicftions, being thofe of 
learned men, they never heard ; or if they did, could 
not underftand them. If they read of fprlnkling water 
on a pcrfpn, of pouring w^ter upori him, or of {lipplj^g 
him in it ; the unadulterated di£tates of common fenfe 
immediately lead them to think of the fubjedl con- 
cerned, having water fcattered upon dreps^ of 

water 
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Vi^ater falling upon him in a Jireanti or of his whole 
body being put into^ water \ without ever imagining 
that there is any legal or ceremonial f:nfe of thoij 
terms that is of a difFe^^nt nature. No; of our au-* 
thor’s epithets, generic and fpccific<i etymological and 
facramental^ they have no more idea, than they have of 
his learned language, when he talks of the Ifraelites 
* TINGING their feet’ in Jordan — a perfon ^ IN- 
‘ TINGING even his hand'^or of any.one being ^ IN- 
^ fected/ by a ^cont action of his perfonand the 
element’ of pure water. Yet, I am perfuaded, 
that multitudes* of our Lord’s difciples, were they to^ 
read thofe elegant exprctlions, would have no more 
notion of their meaning, than they have of abraca- 
dabra, I'he cliiFinciions on Vv’hich he Itrciruouny in- 
fifts, as neccfl’ary to fupport his caufc, being ib U./vign'* 
to all the notions of illiterate Chriftians refpecting this 
matter; may be jufUy conndered as affording a very 
ftrong prefumption againll the conclufion for which 
he pleads. — 'I'o which I Vv^ili add, v/ere Dr. W.’s' 
principles of reafoning, relative to the v/ord |3a7rT*^<y, 
admitted as juft ; tlie natural import and true defign^ 
of enadfing terms in any law whatever might eafily 
be evaded.. 

But there is another particular of whtcl^he is ex- 
tremely fond, as entering deeply into the foundation- 
of his plea for fprinkling, refjiedting which the learned* 
and the illiterafe muft for ever be on a level ; and that 
is, his infifting on Chrlftian baptifin as a ceremonial 
purificatiorj. For as if fs impofiible there fhould be a 
purification^ where there is no impurity ; or a ceremo*- 
nial purification, where there is tio ceremonial rmpuri-- 
ty ; (b, neither our author. him felf, nor any other mor- 
tal can tell, what that ritual pollution is from which 
Chriftian baptifm cleanfes. Equally at a lofs, in this 
R 5 refpe(5l:,. 



37^ Mtdnlng of the W^rds^lffc. [Chap. V. 
refpe£t, are the literati and the vulgar. For any thing 
1 p|rceive, it muft therefore for ever continue ‘ a Z^- 
^ tent myttery except my opponent (hould again 
‘ fhow his opinion/ and condffcend to develope the 
wonderful fecret. 

On our author’s pleas for pouring and fprinkling, 
or for a mere ‘ contagion of the perfon and the ele- 
* ment/ from the defign ofbaptifmjand fr om the prac-- 
ticeof ancient, orW modern times, I fhall make no 
remarks.. My reafons are, bccaufe they have fo little 
apparent force ; becaufe they generally proceed on the 
principles already difeuffed and bqcayfe I would 
avoid prolfxity, by referring the reader for particulars 
of that kind, to the Second Edition of P (sdobaptlfm 
Examined*. 

See Vol. I. Chapters IIJ, IV, V, VI, and VII. 
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CHAPTER VI. 


The General Principles on which Dr. W. founds the 
Right of hifants to Baptifm. 

T hat the baptlfmal ftatute, recorded by Matthew 
and Mark, fhould ef<^er be cpnfidered, refpedling 
both mode and fubjedt, as the rule of baptizing, has 
been fufficiendy proved. But as the divine Law- 
giver, in that ?acred ftatute, fays nothing of infants, 
my opponent is obliged to lay his foundation in fome- 
thing very different from the law of bapt if contra- 
ry to his own rule, as exprefTed in Axiom the third. 
For the general ground^ of his reafoning are nrjral 
principles, as cotitained in the law of nature ; and the 
peculiarities of ancient fudaifm^ as recorded hi the 
books of MoLs. ^ 

The firft thing that demands our notice is the man- 
ner in which he ftates the qucltion to be difeuffed. 
Thus he fpeaks : ‘ T'he queffion is not, whether 
* Scripture exprefsly enjoins Infant haptifm^ by a di- 
‘ reft fpecification, but whether it enjoins baptlfn to 
^ all proper fubjefts, and whether the, adminiftrator, 
‘ who has a diferetionary right of judging about quali- 
* fications, has fufneient reafons to conclude, or fuch 
‘ evidence as the nature of the cafe requires, that in- 
‘ fants are fuch as arc included witliin our Lord's />/- 
* tention^ vihen he inftituted the ordinance — An 
extremely cautious, and’ a very fingular ftatement of 
the queftion ! but in a meafure fimilar to that of the 
learned Vitringa, who* fays ; « He, in my opinion, 

» Vol.'l. 17. 
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*that would argue prudently againft the Anabaptifts, 
‘ ftiould not ftats the point in controverfy thus ; JVhe^ 
^ ther infants-^ born of Chrijiianparents-^ ought necejfa^ 
‘ rily to be baptized ? hiit^ Whether it he lawful^ ac^ 
* cording to the ChriJIian difcipUne^ to baptize them ? 
‘ Or, ii'hat evil is there in the ceremony of baptizing 
‘ infants * Now it is plain that Dr. W., as well 
as ViTRiNGA, by ftating the queftion in this man- 
ner, tacitly aclcnovvl edges that there is no divine com- 
mand for the baptilhi of infants. 

Tie qucjiion is^ JP^h ether the Scripture enjoin baptifm 
to all proper fubjcSf^P Then it is a '‘queftion very 
little to the purpofe. Becaufe few can fuppofe the 
Scripture to enjoin baptifm on improper fubjeS:s ; for 
that would be the fame as preferibing baptifm to thofe 
wdio ought not to be baptized— Becaufe thofe only can 
be confidcred as the proper fubjeils of baptifm, who 
are qualified according to the baptifmal ftatute j.and, 
upon them, there is no reafon to doubt whether bap- 
tifin be enjoined— Becaufe, according to our author^ 
all infants, and all unbaptized adults, provided they 
be willing to receive the ordinance, are proper fubjedls 
— Bccaui'e, alfo, it is not impofliblc to anfwcr this 
queftion to the fatisfacllon of both Baptifts and Pae- 
ddbaptifts# without in the Icaft deciding whether /V/- 
fants be entitled to baptifm. I may therefore ven- 
ture an appqal to impartial perfons, whether this be a 
juft ftate of the queftion ? I'or who 'uFHong all the 
Baptifts ever denied, that the. Scripture enjoins bap- 
' tifm on all proper fubjedls ? To every didy qualified 
fiibjeft, the language of Scripture is \ Why tarriejl 
thou ? arife and be baptized* * 

^ Olfervat, T. I. L. ih C^p. vii. § 9. 
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Or^ whether infants be fuch as were included in our 
LorePs intention^ when he injlitutcd the ordinance ? 
This is more to the purpofe: but it may be juftly 
afkecl, How, in any is the intention uf the law- 

giver to be known, if not from the jLitutc itfelf? For 
what is laWy cxv:.‘pt the puhlijhccl r,:tcntio 7 iy or com- 
manJing will, of a legiilator ? A J'ecrct intention 
cannot be a law to any fubjedf, bcj:a»irj it is no rule 
of aftioii. Conkquently, we miift look for the in- 
tention of our Lord, refpecting baptifm, into the bap- 
tifm:aIy?^?//v/<? ; and, for information how his infpired 
fervants undei'ltood that law, into the hiflory of apof- 
tolic practice. — Whatever be the qualifications that 
render either one or another a fuhjecl of bap- 

tifm, arc fo, with reference to that inftitule, only in 
confequcncc of the Legidator’s revealed intention, 
and of thofe qualifications being conformable to that 
intention. 'Fo what, then, fliould wc have recourfc 
for intelligence, rcfpc£l:ing that legiflativc intention, 
if not the law of the inflitute ?— Hut, having in a for- 
mer Chapter iafiifcd on this particular, and alfo on 
what my opponent fays about the ‘ diferetionary right* 
of an adminiftrator to eitimate the qualifications of a 
candidate, I fliall not further enlarge. 

Dr. W. maintains the right of infants ^to baptifm, 
upon the idea of that ordinance being a benefit,. In 
reference to which, the Analytical Reviewer 
fays: ‘ The-svill of a lawgiver with refpedt to the 
^ extent and application of any law, fome might think,. 
‘ fhould ipe evinced by an appeal to the declaratiom. 
‘ of the lawgiver. But Mr. W. waves this mode of 
‘ argument, and ^kes a xvide range^ concluding the 
^ will of Chrift, in this inltance, from its being a dic- 
^ tate of the law of nature to benefit our children*.* 
^ Vol. X. p. 5S2. 
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A remark, this, that is worthy of our author’s confi- 
deration ; and, for any thing I perceive, it comes 
from an ‘ imcxccptionable witncfs.’ — But let us hear 
Dr. W, ‘ The law and light oV nature require,’ fays 
he, ‘ and conf-quently the will of Chrift, that parents 
< ftiould introduce their children to all the benefits and 

* privileges of which they arc capable — Baptifm is a 
^ benefit and privilage when applied to capable fub- 
^ je(5ls, pofl'cjfimg ALL the qnialifications neceflary to 

* anfwer the fcriptural defign of the ordinance 

The law and light o f nature. Then it feems as jf, in 
order to undcrfhuid who are the pro[ier fiibje6ts of 
baptifm, Groti us, Puffendorf, and others, who 
have publidied celebrated treatiles on the fius Natu^ 
rety fliould'be well ftudied. For, upon this principle 
of realbning, it is of capita) importance to have a com-* 
pstent acquaintance wiih writers of tiiat kind, if wc 
would know what our Lord meant by his enacting 
terms, tead' — hcluvss — baptize ! 

. With regard toa'pofitive religious inftltute, the 
idea of duty is prior to the idea of benefit, I'hat bap- 
tifm could not be a benefit, until it became a duty, is 
plain from this : It did net exift, except by th^fpccial 
ordination of God. But that ordination includes the 
qualifications of the fubjeds, and a divine command 
for fubjedds that are fo qualified, to be baptized ; 
which command conftitutes it their duty. Nay, Dr. 
W. himfelf, even when ftating the gu6fl:ion, as we 
have juft feen, fpeaks of the Scripture ‘ enjoining bap- 
‘ tifm to all proper fubjecls and, in another/jplace, he 
infifts, that it is incumbent f on every perfon in aChrif- 
tian country to be baptized : which certainly conveys 
the idea of duty^ as prior to that of benefit, with refer- 

• Vol. 1.219, 220. t Vol. 1 . 253. 
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encc to all proper fubje£l^s. Obligation, or duty, 
.therefore, even on his own grounds of reafoning, mufir 
be the fir ft idea fuggefted by the character lawgiver^ 
and the term law^?iS in»?ludcd in the baprifmal inftitute. 
But as our divine Legiflator is imrnenfely gracious, 
and as th j law of baptifm is no lefs exprefiive of his 
goodnefs, than of his dominion; hence, with regard 
to the fubjeils deferibed in the h{^venly ftatute, the 
notion of baptifrn as a benefit is jiiftly inferred. — Be- 
fides, baptifin is an ordinance of holy worJhip\ and 
therefore it niuft require the exercife of a devotional 
difpofition, at the time of adminiftration, not only in 
the adminiftrator, but alfo in the fubjeft: as I have 
endeavoured elfewhere to prove, and to which I refer 
the reader 

To prove that baptifm is a benefit, Dr, W. adds: 

* Thereby the fubjed is tranflated, mini fterially, from 

* a ftate of diftance to a ftate of nearnefs ; is f-parated 
‘ from the world and joined to the univerfal church ; 

* is thereby legiilly entitled to alf the other external 
‘ privileges of the gofpel difpenfation, of v/hich the 
‘ fubjecS is capable, this being the rite of initiation 
‘ into them f*’ — Separated from the world. The A- 
poftles have taught us to confider the term luorld^ 
when oppofed to the churchy as including incompara- 
bly the greater part of mankind ; as lying in wicked^- 
nefs ; and as being at enmity with Chrj^ft. But ac- 
cording to m)' opponent, whatever may be the igno- 
rance, the fuperftition,,or the profligacy, of thofe na- 
tions whith profefs Chriftianity, they are all of them 
parts of the univerfal church ; the numerous indivi- 
duals of which fuch nations confift, having been 

* tranfated^ minifteriallyi from a ftate of diftance to a 

* ftate of nearnefs,’ by being made partakers of ^ the 

♦ P^edobap, Exam, Vol. II. p. 304— t Vol. I. 220. 

‘ cleanf- 
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* ckaiifing rite/ Confequently, the inhabitants of 
Cireat Britain, for inftance, with comparatively few:; 
exceptions, all belong to the univerfal church ! Yes,, 
here the people arc all churcr, and no world !~ 
Tranflatcd to ^/'n ear ness . To whom, or to 

what ? To God, to holuvrs, to heaven ? nothii'ig lefs: 
but foniething which he is pleafed to call, ihe unvver^- 
fal church ! A chiQrh^ hovvever, which includes mil- 
lions of the vileft human gharatders upon earth ! a 
churchy the prodigioufly greater part of whofe mem- 
bers are as deilitute of real rcpejitance, fwii Ji, and ho- 
linefs, as Jews, Mahometaiifr, or Pagans ! a church — 
but whv'- fhould the venerable name be fo prcdlitutcd? 
—a prine.ipally coiioiling of thofe c ^^mics^ in 

the 7 ?iui/}vf v/hum the King iVIciliah, as Loid of the 
univerf’, rules j and over whom he lias no dominion, 
cx'cept that of Providence ! —L '^aliy entitled, 1 have 
ufually confidered unl>..ptizcd perf^ns, whoever they 
be, as having a tolerably good title to meditate and 
pray, to read the Bible and hear the gorpci. Yes, be- 
fore Dr. W. ‘ fiiowcd In’s opinion/ I had been accuf- 
tomed to think it the duty, and privilege too, of 
baptized pcrloi'-S according to their capacities and op- 
portunities, to perform all tiiofc duties of Chriftiani« 
ty that are, of a ?noyal nature. But now I perceive 
that they, like the ancient Jews who had contracted 
ritual defilernent, tnuft be ceremonially purified before 
tiiey can have a legal title to unite in i»ny branch of 
public worfliip, or even privately to ufe the moral, 
rneans of religious improvement ! — In an<yher place 
he fiiys : ‘Our children, as the children of the covenant,. 
^ mibapttzed'i have a peculiar i^ight Yo the means ^ 
^ of convey fion f/ Such is the decifive opinion of our 
author ! 

Pfalm cx. 1, 2. t II. 324, 

Again 
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Again, he faVS : ‘ If I do not greatly mifunder- 
‘ ftand our oppo.fers, theirwotion of baptifin is no bene-j 

* fit at a)]^.’ His meaning is, I prefume, that bapvfm^ 
accoi cling to our notion of it, is no benefit at alL 
iiut if fb, he is under a grofs miftalce. For, to thofe 
wliQ are dcfcribed in the law of inftitution as proper 
fubjecls, baptifin is, in our view, firft a duty^ and thea 
a benefit ; juf!- as it is, with regard^o the facrcd flip- 
per. But that t!ic notioiT of a benefit is infeparably 
conncfled with the idea of duty, is maintained by us: 
j'lor has our author proved the contrary. That it 
the formeyy re{j)ecl:ing thofe to whom it is not the to- 

is iinpofilble to be proved; except it could be’ 
evinced, that baptifin is a benefit to thofe for whom it 
was not dr finned. Bccaufe nothing fhort of its being 
appointed fcir certain peifons, and certain purpofes^ 
makes it cither a duty or a benefit refpeding anyone. 
—Under the laws of ancient Judaifm pofitive rites 
were numerous, and intended for j)crfons of different 
deferiptions. But who ever imagined that the bene-* 
fit refulting from an application of any particular i n- 
ftitutc, was more extenfive than tire divine appoint- 
ment rcfpecling its ufe ? It is therefore to no pur- 
pofe for Ur. \V. to fay; ‘ The reafon why infants, 

‘ according to [us,] are not proper fubjebts s^fbaptilbn, 

‘ is not bccaufe of any incapacity in them of being 

* benefited^ but becaufc they are incapable; of duty f.*' 
Bccaufe, if ba|Ttifin was not appointed for infants; or 
it the law of that iiilfhution do not require them to" 
be baptizcfl; baptifin cannot be to them a benefit. 

^ The law,’ fays my Opponent, ^ by 'which we fup- 

* pofe a parent or a#malter ought to he ruled [refpebl- 

* ing the baptifin of his children or fervants,] is this^ 

Vol. I. 2ii. f Vol. I. 222. 

‘ That 
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♦ That he benefit his children, and all his, as they are 
‘ capable*/ it has appeared, in a preceding Chap- 
ter t, that Dr. W. is far frorr^confidering the law of 
bnpLifn as the rule of baptizing, either as to mode or 
fubjeft *, and tluit he dec) ires for the gfpel revelation 
in general, as ‘ ttie ride and [ofitive dindloiy of bap- 
tifinal praftice. But here, as in oiher places, he de- 
ferts both the lav/^of inditution, and the gofpel reve- 
lation at large, to avail hinilelt of ihe law of nature. 
Yes, he iniitl's that a law which is c(]ually common 
to Pagans, Dei (Is, and Atheiils, as it is to Chriftians 
and Jews, ought to regulate the conduct of believing 
parents and mailers, rcfpecling the baptifn of their 
domcftics. So that Jet our divine Lcgillator fay what 
he will in his baptlfmal flatute, rcfpecling qualifica- 
. tions for the ordinance, the operation of this law muft 
not be reftrained. But if the Jaw of nature thus power- 
fully plead for Infant baptifm, why ought not its 

voice to be heard in favour of Infant communion ? 

«> 

For till it be proved that the former is divinely com^ 
manded, but not the latter, k will be impoffiblc to 
evince, that the one is lefs beneficial to infants than 
the other. 

If this principle, Parents are hound to benefit their 
children^ he a juft foundation on which to claim bap- 
tifm for their infants; it will equally ferve any indivi- 
dual, whatever be the benefit expected, who choofes to 
be baptized : becaufe it is ]daiii, that no parent can 
be under ftronger obligations to benefit his children, 
than thofe which lie upon every man to feetc his own 
happinefs. Our author, therefore, could not confif- 
tently refufe to baptize any one, who requefted bap- 
tifm as a benefit^ were his profligacy and his impi- 

Vol. J. 354. t Chap. IV, p 186. 

cty 
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cty ever fo great, or ever fo notorio\is. The vene- 
rable Son of Zachiii ias, indeed, faid to fome, who pro- 
bably applied for baptifm as a benefit, Bring forth 
fruits meet for repe7ifafice y but my opponent is not fo 
fcrupulous — is much more liberal of his purifying be- 
nefit. Philip alf), when the Eunuch requefted baptifm, 
was equally cautious, with John, to whom he granted 
the benefit; faying, If thou heVteiseJi with all thy heart 
thou lymycfl be baptized? Whereas, according to this 
principle of Dr. ^V.’s argumentation, that was aneed- 
Icfs and an unjiifl: Umitation. For all the circum- 
ftaiices of th(^ cafe lead us to conclude, that Philip 
mufi: confidcr the Eunuch as quite ftneere in his re- 
quefi, and as expedting fome benefit from the ordinance. 
Mad Philip, therefore, viewed baptifm in the light of 
a benefit, v/hich people arc encouraged by the law of 
jtature to feek ; and a benefit which, by the fame law, 
adminiftrators are urged to confer; his making fuch an 
exception as is implied in thofe words, If thou believ-^ 
ejl with all thy hearty would have appeared extremely 
ftrange, and abfolutely unaccountable. Yet fo it was ! 
Dr. W., however, has ftiown his opinion to be much 
more liberal ; and that it is quite free from fuggeft- 
ing fuch difeou raging exceptions, and embaralEng li- 
mitations, to any candidate. For, on hiji principles^ 
defre the cleanfmg benefit, ajk for it, either with re- 
gard to yourfclfor your infant offspring, and the law 
or nature coAipels him to grant the prieftly purifica- 
tion ! 

Our ajithor, elfe where, fays : « We overlook the 

* nature of privileges, if we conclude,* that becaufe any 

* thing is a privilege to one, it muff: be fo to another; 
^for if there be no anfvuerable qualifeationy no fub- 
<jev2:ive fuitablenfs^ no/^/>d?r/Vy of pofleiling, it can be 
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*/» thofe circumjlances privilege^. ^ True: and 

therefore we do not perceive ho^v baptifin, any more 
than the Lord’s fupper, can be t,o mere infants a be- 
nefit. Bccaufc, as to ^ anfwerablc qualifications/ and 
‘ fubje^tive fuitabknef?/ they i\l:Ue entirely, in both 
cafes, to the of in (lit mi on. For whatever natu- 
ral or mond qualities either an adult or an infant may 
be conndered as po’Tenln^ ; jet if tliofe qualities do 
hot correfpOnd to the requilition of baptifinal, or of 
euchariftic law-^ there cannot be ^ an anfivcrnhle qua- 

* JificatioiV or a ^ fulf^llve fiaitableriefs/ for either of 
thofe appointmentF. Nor, on our author’s principles, 
is it poilible there ftould be :uiv a?fwcruble qualifica- 
tion for baj)tifrn, detached from i'crentcnud pollution : 
but in whom, and to what degree, he finds that elTen- 
tiiJ requifite, 1 am at the <rrea^:ft lofs to determine. — 
As to CAPACITY for pojJ'ejJing the benefit of baptifin, 
or of the Lord’s fupper, it niuft be the fame in both 
cafes. Nor is there .any rcafon to doubt, that the in- 
fants of parents belonging to the (Trcek Ciiurch, for 
iiiftance, do adlually poflefs as much benefit in partak- 
ing of the holy fupper, as they did in being baptized. 
For they are no kfs capable of underfianding, or of 
approving, the one than the other; and my opponent 
very juftly^rejedls the Papal notion of benefit arifing 
from either of them, ca- ope re operato. 

Dr. W. trufifts, however, 'Fhat ‘ infants are capahk 

* of a fiibje£live fuitablenefs for the inftitution But 
fo are the grcatefl profligates upon earth ; and fo are 
Jthofe whom Dr. W, immediately calls ‘fcftenfible 
‘ foes, fuch as unbelievers, impenitents, and the like/ 
or elfe the perfecuting Saul, for inftance, would never 
have been fit for baptifin. The queftion is not, Whe- 

* Yol.II. 244. t Vol. I. 210. 

ther 
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ther infants be capable of a fubjeilive fuitablenefs? but, 

Whether, while mere infants, they ciciuaUy have it . 

‘ If there be afuitableiv fi in infants being admitted pro- 
sper fubjefts of a civil kingdom, much more is thete a 
‘ fuitablenefs in their being admitted fubjc<3:s of the 
‘ gofpcl kingdom.’ But infants are born the fubjccts 
of a fccular kingdom. They are fubjefts, and under 
the protedtion of law, from the moment of their birth, 
without any form of adinidion. So all the fubje&of 
our Lord’s kingdom, which is entirely fplrilual, are 
horn fuch — b<;?rn, ytot of bloody nor of the will of the Jlejhy 
nor of the will of man^ but of God, My opponent feems 
here to forget, thatthe king<lom of Chrift is not of this 
ivorLL — •Faith and repentance arc no diitingui filing 
^ cha rafter i (licks of a Chriftian as fuch^ but of a 
‘ Chriftian as adult What, then, are the ‘diftin- 

• 2;uifhin^r charaftcrl (licks’ of a Chriftiaii as an in* 
font ? Are ^?//infmts Chriftianr, or only fome ? and 
if the latter, by what marks arc^hey to be didinguilh- 
cd from the red ? — But faith and repentance ‘are not 

• ejfential to Chriflianity, (if wc intend thereby LL 

• vation through Chrift) for this may exill without 

• them f What an arbitrary ufe ( f words ! To the 

bdl ofiny recolleftaon, I never bcfoie heard of fahation 
tdn'ough Chrijf^ meaning the fajne ns the tc’*m Chrif* 
tlanity\ nor of Chriflianity cxi (ting without fait!) and 
repentance \ in the profjfon*6{ thjm. He 

might as well have faid, A perfuaiion of Jehovah being 
the true God, and tliat the legation of Mof:s was di- 
vine, did^not enter into the eilencc of ancient Juduifm; 
or, That the falvation of Abel, through th • M.ffi ih, 
was Chriflianity.* For if, becaufc dyina^ iitfa. itr are 
faved through Jefiis Chrift, they may be properly de- 

Vol. I. 21 1, t Ibid. 

nominated 
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nominated Chnflians; the character might, with equal 
propriety, have been applied to the Old Teftament 
faints in general. 

Here, as in otlier places, the arguments of my op- 
ponent, if they prove any thing, infer the right 
of infants to communion at the Lord’s table. P^or 
thus he reafons; * If infants are capable of thofe things 

* which are equivalent to faith and repentance, as qua- 

• Hficationsfor the imf hnportant pnvWtgQ. offilvation, 
‘ they are alfo capable of what are equivalent to them 

< as qualifications for the Icfs important privilege of 
‘ baptifm, [or of the Lord’s (upper.] i'or, If the one he 
‘denied, fo may the other; and if the one be granted, 
‘ fo(7i/^A/ the other. Infants are capable ofaJI vihcIycon- 
‘ ftituted with the infinitely worthy Saviour, not 
‘ lefs than adults ; and are they iricapable of thvfymbolof 
‘ that union ? — Hfe that can believe it, let him believe 

< it*.^ In other words, infants, as they are not brutes, 
nor inanimate creatures, are capable of being faved by 
Jefus Chrift ; and therefore they be baptized. Nay, 
on this principle of reafoning, you implicitly impeach 
that capacity, if you forbid them the holy fupper. — Had 
but the ancient Hebrews been acquainted with our au- 
thor’s do(3fine of capability, and equally acute in the 
managemejit of it ; in what a great variety of ways 
might it have been applied, rcfpcdnjig the pofiiiveinfti- 
tutes of JuJAtfin ? Yes, a rite enjoined or one deferip- 
don of pv.rf;ns, and not exprefuy forhiJJen to others, 
tfpechlly if confidered as a iene/it’, might h-ave be? n 
pratSiLd by rnultirudes that were not lit thcleau charac- 
terised in the law of that rite. U|)on jbis principle, that 
eminent man Lot, though neither a ilcfccndent from 
Abrahami nor one of his doujcftics, might with com- 
plete 


• \\l 1 . . 10 . 



Chap. VL] as maintained by Dn W. 383 

pletc propriety have Circuincifed himfelf : becaufe he 
was not only capable of falvaiion through the Mclfiahi 
but was alf.) a truly pious perfon ; and, it is highly 
probable, he confidered that Abnihamic rite as a great 
bt; 7 iefit. Yet, not being included in the law of circumci** 
fion, he had no claim to the ordinance. Nay, on this 
ground, thofe idolatrous Gentile nations that prudifed 
circumcilion might have jufHfied thtir conduil. For 
though they were equally* deftitute of a divine com- 
mand for that pra6Lice, as our author is of a precept 
for Infant fprinkling ; yet, had they not regarded the 
rite as a benefit, they would not have obferved it ; and^ 
they were undoubtedly capable of hJvation through the 
Me Ji ah. I do not recollecl: any author, however, who 
reprefents the Pagan circunicifion as acceptable to 
God, but quite the reverfe. 

According to my opponent, the 7)wral quallju'diions 
of infants enter very deeply ijilo the foundation of Pae- 
dobaptifm: fo that if he fail of proving his point, in 
this refped', the caud* for which he contends muft fink 
in ruins. I'hcfe are his words: ‘Whatever relates to 
‘ the qualifications of the fubjed?, is of anatuie entirely 
‘ moral, — and to fay otherwife nuift imply a contradic- 
‘ tion*.* Whjii upon the feme fubjeft, in another 
place, he fays : ‘ 15y moral qualifications I uAderftand, 

‘ thofe qualijicciiions luhkh Grf as the moral Governor 
* and Judge of the worlds requires of all manjiind^ indif^ 

^ criminatelj^ cc^ifidered as immortal and Oi countable 
‘ creatures^ according to their various circumjlances^ in- 
‘ dependant o^pofithe authoi itx^aoid are notmea- 

^fumble by any pofitlve rttls t.’ 

On this very ex tniprd inary defeription of baptifmal 
qualifications, i have already pretty largely animadvert. 

\ Vi)l. 11. 390 . 
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ed in a preceding Chapter But we muft now con- 
fider how it applies to infants— in a literal 
and proper fenfe. 

To this end, it is expedient for us to take a view 
of what my opponent himfelf fiys, refpeCting the na- 
tural and moral Hate of infants. He informs us, then, 
that they are ‘ under a natural incaj)acity to repent’— 
that they arc ‘ fuliicrs, and have no believing confcut’ 
—that they have ‘ neither \t'orks 5 nor faith’ — that ‘ they 

* are not intelligent and voluntary fubjccSls’ — that 
they are not capable of cxcrcifuig undcrflanding, 

< judgment, and memory’ — that they' are incapable of 

* reafon, and born in fin’ — that tliey arc no fooncr 
able to.go, than they fpeak lies againfl: God, and go 
aftray from hijn — that they no fooncr breathe, ‘ than 
‘ the feeds of lin fpring up for death’ — that they are 
guilty and polluted — that this is taught by bapiifm— 
and that there is ^ nothing difccrniblc of a moral dif- 

< ference between the children of profefTors and of pro- 

* fane f.’ — Now, reader, what think you of this ? 
Could any author have reprefented the moral ftate of 
infants in a light more contrary to that dcfcriptioii of 
baptifmal qualifications which Dr. W. has given, than 
he himfelf has done ? Had my opponent profcfl'edly 
denied tlie doftrine of original fin, both with regard 
to depravity and guilt, it would not have appeared fo 
ftrange to* hear him plead the moral qiialijications of 
infants^ in defence of their being baptized ; but that 
not being the cafe, his adopting this topic of argument 
is to me aftonilhing, and likely to continue a ^latent 

* myftery.’ For is it poffitlc that infapts, if iji fuch a 
ftate of depravity and guilt, flioidd be j uftly confidcred 


^ Chap. TV. p. 142 — n^i. f Vol. T. 132,146,208,211, 
343, 250. Vol. II. 303, 331, 342, 343, 402, 
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as pofleffing thofc moral qualifications 'which God, as 

* the moral governor and judge of th^ world requires, 
‘ indifcriminately, of all mankind I’ He' that can be- 
lieve it, let him belie vefit. 

Making a few ftrieuirc*, 'n ihc f:cond Edition of 
Padobaptijm Examined^ onthi>, rorr/arkable peculiarity 
of Dr. W., as cxprofleJ in h!^ upon Social Re^ 
ii^ion^ I afkcd ; ‘ How an i-^fant of a few days, 

^ or of a mouth old, be a:*arcAer of luch qualifications, 
^ tvo render it a proper fubjcct vyfbapt'ilm ? Or, fuppof- 
‘ ing fuch qualiiioacions to exift, hy what means are 
‘ they to be discovered 'I'o which, among other 
tilings, he replies: One wculd be tempted to think, 
^ from the ccniC'UpJi^v^i in which our brethren 

phice iuhiius, thjt tiiey re ikc no part of ilic human 

* fpccies f.’ Tea'!:l.:Li no-^ever, as be may be fo to 
think, he vviii n^t hi " s:,dpTopomointQ\y enamoured ' 
Vvdth the thought. But \/hy fo tempted ? Have I re- 
prefented mere infants as incapable of moral agency ? 
fo has Prefident Edwards Jj antlfo has Dr. Vi, him- 
felf, when he fpeaks of them as ‘ incapable oircafon'~ 
as ‘not intilligent and vrAuniary fubjedts.’ — But they 
are capable of fandlifying agency. l>ue ; and f) is an 
avowed Atheilf . A paffivc capacity for it, is no proof 
of i'.s being pofleffed: otherwife, all mankind muft be 
conlidered as favoured with it. 

‘ The moll: plaulible objedtion,’ fiys my opponent, 

‘ is *, Suppofinf fuch qualifications to exiji,, by what 
** ?ncans arc they to be (iifovered f' JVhat is there di/-- 
^ xerniblc^ that can with propriety he called moral, 

‘ in one that is not (apabjc of moral agencyi To which 
he concedes ; ‘ It js allowed, there is no diferiminat- 
< ing moral qualification -difcovcral in one infant more 

’f’ Vol. II. p. 5S. t Vw}. TJ. 2qq. f iJcA. of Grip 
tSb>ij Part J. Chap. i. i. Purt IV. Chnp. iii, iv. 
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^ than another ; nt)thing difcerniblc cf a moral difFer- 
ence between the children of profeflbrs and of pro- 
* fane K* By this he muft be confidcrcd, either as 
granting the whole force of mv queries ; or as main- 
tainijig that all infants., without exception, are par- 
takers of renewing grace. For thatdepravity in which 
infants arc born, abMutely forbids our fuppofing that, 
without fanflifying ijifluence, any of them can poffefs 
ihofe moral qualifioatlons which he deferibes. — But, 
my opponent adds : ‘ A naturltl incapacity for moral a- 
gency,by no means excufes from all moral obligation 
Suppofing this were admitted, with reference to cer- 
tain particulars mentioned by him; yet the confcquencc 
he intends would not follow. For, an obligation to be 
holy, or to perform acts of uniform obedience to God, 
i& one thing ; and the pojfejftng of holinefs, or the 
iual performance of fuch obedience, is another. Grant- 
ing, therefore, that the natural incapacity of infants 
for moral agency, Joes not excufe them from all moral 
obligation ; it by no means follows, that they poffefs 
ihofe moral qualifications for which he pleads. Thus 
to infer, is arguing from duty^ to faft ; from obligation 
to obedience, to the performance of obedience. On 
this principle, were it admiffible, our author might pro- 
ceed to prove that Satan himfelf pofleffes all thofe mo- 
ral qualifications which the baptifmal ordinance re- 
quires. Becaufe that great adverfiiry of God and man, 
is under indcfpenfiblc moral obligations to love and 
obey his Maker. 

Still further to fliow the futility of Dr. W/s reafon- 
ing from this topic, I will add; If the moral Qualifica- 
tions of infants themfelves be the ground of their claim 

• Vol. IL 401. t Vol. II. 400, 
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to baptifm j if thofe qualifications be fuch as my op- 
ponent profefledly defcribes ; and if infants, indifcrimi- 
nately, be polTcfTed of them ; they mud all be confider- 
ed as perfctlly holy* For it is evident that ‘ God, as the 
‘ moral governor of the world/ and as expreffing his 
demands in the moral law, requires complete reftitude 
of heart and of life. To this Dr. IV. himfelf bears 
teftimony, when he fays : ^As a holy and juft God, 
^ he claims perfeLflon of fate and obedience from the 
‘ creature, nothing fiort of perfection will God accept, 
‘ or the confcien(!e approve of Where, then, will 
our author find any fubjects for baptifm of this defcrip- 
tion ? — If infants are to be baptized on the ground of 
their own moral qualifications, why fhould my oppo- 
nent, like other Paedobaptijls, recur to relative hoUnefsj 
and plead for it with ardent zeal, as for an article of 
the higheft importance to his caufe ? Becaufe, if in- 
fants, without exception, fte endued with all thofe 
moral qualifications which God, as the moral gover- 
nor and judge of the world requires , it is hard to 
conceive of what ufe relative holinefs can be, with re- 
f.^rence to baptifm. Becaufe Dr. W. infifts, that the 
qualifications for baptifm are ^ etitirely moral / and it 
is extremely plain, that relative holinefs is ngt moral 
holinefs, nor vet a Twor/?/ qualification. — Never, to the 
beft of my remembrance, have I feen Paedpbaptifin 
placed on a more»flippery foundation than that oi moral 
qualifications; much lefs.did I ever meet with any 
author, befides Dr. W., that maintained the neceffity 
of both moral qualificatiGns^ and relative holinefs^ to 
render either an infantf or an adult, fit for purification* 
This reminds me of tne following flaort obfervation 
made by Dr, Waterland : ‘ It is a difficult matter 

Vol. I. 136. 
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to force logic againft common fenfe ; but you are rc- 
^ folute enough to Senfible Paedobaptills, I 

cannot but think, mult be afliamcd of fuch reafoning 
in one of their ‘ champions for, in his own elegant 
language, he talks as if he thought ^ the dictates of 
* right reafjii nuift be f?noth£rcd f 

Dr. W. argues from various peculiarities of ancient 
Judaifin ; the prt’ncipal of which I will now briefly re- 
view. He pleads, for infflince, the idea of an exienial 
covenant^ refpedfing which he fays: ‘Mr. B. takes 
great pains to fliow how various and inconlinent 
^ are the accounts given us by diflFerent PredobapLift 
'‘authois; but he feems fomewhat cautious, how he 
< ('*eni(;S tlic exijlcnceoi an external covenant. No, we 
iniill it is not in his power to dc:iv> and to fupport 
^ the denial, that it does not cxid;!;.’ — Not in his 
fewer to deny that it docs not exf, A curious pofl- 
tion ! the accuracy and elegance of which are left 
with my rcrAvr.— , :::snf/fent accennis e^iven hy P ado-- 
haptrfs, YvS, t.h-'' v arc fo extremely various, and fo 
jnaniic'Hv ; neon fi (lent, as tn aftotd ti)c ih'ongeft pre- 
fumpth'e ar.nin. iit r.oaii'al th? exirtem e of any fuch 
covenant unde; t:v.' rr .-ibnt CiPicoaomy §. — So?newhat 
cautious. •I'hcn it r.:^ b: *uj)pofed that I am not cul- 
pable ^ fcrcivr.f tf'ii. p iiiirular ;ri ‘ the vice of bi- 

^ gotrv.’ i^ut ^\!.v ivr:Lfr .nt me as ufmg remarkable 
caution did no:, fay with our author, ‘ IVe 

^insist' then is nofujh covenant now exi ft ing ; nor 
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being * demon/lrahly^ this or that, as Dr. W. does, 
in oppofition to my view of the fuhje£l. No;. I only 
obferved, ^ As thefe gre^^t men and excellent authors' 
• have {aid fo much, and with fuch korce^ iigainft 
^ the notion of an external c(wenaiit under the New 
‘ CEcoiiomy, I lhal! not enlarge upon it.’ 'I'his, how- 
ever, not being eiteemed a fulHciently flrong declara- 
tion of ^ my opinion,' againll fuA a covenant ; I 
will now caft off the fuppoJf.:d referve, and frankly de- 
clare, That I do deny the exiffciicc of any thing which 
can be juftly denominated an external covenant be- 
tween Ciod and man, under tlie prefent Difpenfation 
of divine grace. Nay, fo fully j^erfuaded am I that 
there is no fuch covcnajit, as hardly to forhcaj adopt- 
ing the high martial tone of my opponent, and chal- 
lenging ** the whole corps c«f ^ P.edobap tiffs to ‘ c^mfiont, 
^ to break, and to rout’ th-it phalanx of arguments 
whicli my illuftriou.s triumvirate of ninexceptionable 
‘ v/itnefics’' h.we produced ngainff, it and cfpecially 
Venema, in his DijTertatwies Sacra: \y v/hcre the 
fubjcct is difcu.ffcd ai large. 

If, by an external covcfianty om nutlior intend a 
publication of divine ?nercy through Jc.fu:> Chriff, the 
faSf is readdy admitted ; nor couUl he imagine that 
either I, or the learned write: s before jnenftoned, had 
any objeclion to that idea. But who, in this coiitro- 
verfy ; nay, who on any other fuhjecr, e^^ *r ufjd the 
phrafe external covenant^ in that f afe ? So to em- 
ploy thofe expreilions, is to abufc language and mif- 
lead the reader. — In the following words of Dr. W. 
the term covenant ffems, however, to be ff) iifed: 
‘ God’s covenant r</^man,. — is a grant of mercy to him 

* See J\eM(ip. Exan:.Yo\. II. p. 193 — 208. f 

Li ■. 11 . pajfim. 
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*'as a firmer deferving eternal Whatever of 

truth or of excellence there may be in the doctrine of 
this pofition> the language is, to me, unprecedented* 
For never, till I read the pcrfvjrmance of my oppofer, 
did I hear of a co^jcnant to one or another; any more* 
than I did of perCnns tinging their feet in fair water; 
or of any thing being tingkd that it might be wajh- 
ed. There is an old faying, ‘ One may live and learn :* 
but thefe novel ways of fpe;ik:ing have fo much the ap- 
pearance of nonfenf-", that I defpair of obtaining much 
information from them* 

Dr* W, complains, that* many Pace? obaptlft writers 
< have been extremely unguarded/ in what they have 
(aid about the term covenant f : nor can I forbear fuf- 
peering,' that our author himfelf, and others whom he 
has quoted with approbation, are of that number. For 
though he afTure us, that * God’s covenant of redemp- 

* tion TO fallen man, in its external form and maui- 

* feftation, is nothing elfe but A declaration of fo- 

* vereign grace and a divine righteoufiiefs ; which, in 

* everlafting tranfeendaat love and compaflion, is pro- 

* vided for the ufe and fervice of wretched finners, 

* who live within the pale of fuch a declaration / and 
though, asjuft.obfsrved, he tell us, that * God’s co- 

* venant to man — is a grant of mercy to him as a 

* finner djferving eternal woe:’ nay, though he repre- 
fent the exprefjions * Chriftian covenant,’ and * the ex- 
‘ ceeding great aiid precious promifes uf the gofpel,’ as 
entirely fynonymous : yet he elfcwhere fays, * Such de^ 

* claratiom and promifes cannot, 1 think, be conceived 

* of, when addrelled to man, under any 6ther notion 

* than that of a proposal from a firft 'mover of cove^ 

* nant terms \ for the free naturc^of man requires that 

* Vol. II. 233. Sec alfo Vol. I. 158. t VoL I. 18, hv 

* be 
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‘ he fliould be addreffed in this way"*.’ Now, that 
‘ God’s convcnant to man’ ihould be nothing eife but 
a gracious declaration^ or a grant of mercy* ; and yet 
be nothing more than a propofal of Covenam termSy is • 
to me a ‘ latent myftery.’ — 1 am alfo at a lofs for his 
meaning, when hefpeaks of thegrant of the ^parenf% eo- 
* venant;’ and equally fo, when he ^uotesMr. Strong* 
as talking of children thitf are ‘ taken Into their parents 
^ covenant,’ and ‘ caji out* of their father’s cove-- 
nant f. Taken into : by whom, and in wliat way ?’ 
CaJ} out: by whom, and whither? Are they banifhed- 
into a Pagan country, where the light of divine Reve- 
lation docs not Ihine — banifhed out of ‘ puU* ofe- 
vangelical declarations ? Our author nuiftag'ain ®‘fhow' 
his opinion,’ before I know what is meant by this* 
way of fpeaking-^ 

■ 'Xhwt external covenant again fl VvMch not only ly 
but thofe eminent Fiedobaptift writers before men- 
tioned contend, refpeds God, fis an external Sove- 
reign, requiring external obedience, and promifing ex- 
ternal bleffings. It is not a bare declaration of divine 
mercy to miferablc finners but of a nature fimilar ta 
that into which the Great Supreme entered with the 
Ifraelitcs at mount Sinai. In which federaJtranfacSHon, 
it is evident, Jehovah engaged to be their God^ in a pe- 
culiar fenfe ; and they to be his people^ in oppofition tG 
every fpccic» of Pagan idolatry. In that covenant, 
confidercd as national, he condefeended to be their 
political monarch; and, on condition of their external 
obedience^ to his laws, he promifed them protection a-* 
gainft their enemies, anti every kind of temporal prof- 
perity. To the p^forfnance of that condition, and in^ 

Vol. I. 158. Vol. II. 253. Vol. I. 1S2, 207. t Vol. L 
38.3, 258, 259,. 

S j; ' cxpe(9:-^ 
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cxpeilation of thole blelSiigs^ they folcinnly agreed. 
This covenant being ratified by facrificlal blood, all 
Ifrael were confideicd :is Jehoviih’s people, and he was 
confldereJ as trieir C/ jd. Rut wo arc cxprcfsly taught, 
both by the Old and t New I'cifamcnt, that the co- 
venant now in force of :i n-Ui;:c vt jy dift'erent*- 
Nor do the Apoftics give m the haft hint, that I 
recolleft, of any cdVeneJi: no vve?:iiting be^weeen Crod 
and his people, befidcs that whicn is celled the New 
Covenant^ and which ir ixprcfsly conti ailed with tl;c 
Covenant made at Horebf. 

Dr. W. argues from the ancient Jewifh relative 
holintf^ and refpefting this he f^n/s ; ^ What is deferv- 

* ing of particular notice is, that there are fever al de^ 

. * grees of relative holinefs I’hcfe different degrees 

he thus deferibes: ‘ To be t«hc objei^fs of a covenant 
‘ grant, as the Gentile world at large , as thofe to 

* whom the word of fal vat ion fs actually fent\ as the 
^family of a Chriftiqn houfuhoKler ; as a baptized per«^ 
‘ fon j as an aSlual niemher of a Chriftian congrcga- 
‘ tion ; and fo on, all denote different degrees of rela- 
‘ tive holinefs§/ He inliHs that, ‘ in a very general 

* fenfe — every man^ whether Jew or (Tcntilc, is deem- 
•“ed holy\ i. c. in virtue of the gofpel grant of mercy 
^ and the rSieans of grace to the Gentiles as well as to 
‘ the Jewslj.’ Nay, he reprefents ‘ an oppcfmg infidel 

* or idolater-} who is ‘ an avowed enemy to the Head of 
‘ the church," as polleiTing ‘ relative iiandbiflcation or 

holinefsf." 

Should my reader be defirous of knowing in what 
manner the ancient relative- holinefs was continued, 

/ 

See the fubje^ m')rc largely handled in my on the 
Kingdom of Chriji, p. 17 — t ’txxi. 31— 34 - Heh. 
viii. 8, 9. I Vo!. 1 . 366, § Vol. II. 240. j] Vcl. I. 366. 

^ Vol. I. 396. 
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from generation to generation, among the Jews ; our 
author will inform him. For, when arguing upon 
thofe w^ords. If the* root be holy^ fo are the brancheSy 
he fays : ‘ If the future defeendants of Abraham and 
^ the patriarchs are to be regarded as htily ^ — then the 
‘ prefent Jews are fo in the like fenfe: except we hold 
‘ that THE BOTH ENDS of a genealogical chain HAS 
‘ ail appropriation to C^od, whikAhe intermediate links 
^ are unclean. Which is the fame thing as to fay, that 
‘ this genealogical chain is at once, and in the lame re- 
‘ fpeCt, a C.ONDUCTOR and a NoN-coNDUCTOR,of 

‘ this relative holincfs^.’ — But though the Jews in the 
time of our Lord’s public minhlry, and in virtue of 
this admirable ccndutlory w^ere all pofleffed of relative 
holincTs ; yet my opponent feems to confider thofe 
whom John baptizedj as advanced to a higher degree 
of it. For he reprefents the deputation ot pr lefts and 
Levites to John us demanding y ^ Why doft thou fet 
‘ apart the people, to a blghef dep^ee of relative holi- 
‘ nefs than, ufual, by this purification of water, if thou 
^ be not that Cbrlfi\V — Rcfpedling this exterior 
fanclity, my opponent further fays; ^It appears from 
* the New l eftamcnt records that the appointed or- 
‘ diiiancc of initiation into this jlaic of relative holinefs, 
‘ individually and explicitly^ is, the GhVilHan purlfi- 
^ cation — B aptism J.’ 

In thefe icxtra^ls our author not oiily fhows his de- 
clfjve ‘ opinion,’ but lays before us ^ curious intelli- 
‘ gence.’ Many a long page have I read in vindica- 
tion of infant fprinkling, and a thoufand times have I 
heard tliat the infants 'of believing parents are pofleflhd 
of relative fanctVv;*but never, till 1 Anti-^ 

padobaptifrn ExaminedyWds I aware of its wide extent, 

• Vnl. I. -566. f Vol. II. 16, 17. Note. Joh. i. 19 — zl! 
I Vol. I. 265. 

S 5 or 
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or its great elevation ; of the manner in v^hich it is 
communicated, or of its beautiful gradation . — Its wide 
extent. For every man^ whether Jew or Gentile, pious 
or profane, moralift or profligate, is now ‘ deemed 
‘ holy.* Yes, the whole world is now in a fl:ate of re- 
lative fanftity. Whereas the fame fpecies of fanftity, 
under the Jewifti D^ifpenfation, was confined to one 
comparatively fmall nation . — Its great elevation. For 
no fooner was baptlfin adminiftered by the Mefliah’s 
harbinger, than the Jews expefted their exterior holi- 
nefs to be much increafed . — The manner if its comtnu- 
nicationy at leaft, among the Jews. That is, by car- 
nal generation. This our author has moft elegantly, 
corredlly, and happily exprefled, by a ‘ genealogical 

* chain which, in the prefent cafe, is like a ‘ conduc- 

* tor’ of the electric fluid ; ^ tke both ends of which 
^ has’ an equal force . — Its beautiful gradation. This 
confifts of no lefs than five fteps, and an unknown et 
ceetera . — This * curiolis intelligence’ is, however, of 
fuch an extraordinary nature, that, had it not come 
from one who appears to decide an important con- 
troverfy, and who fays with Elihu, ‘I alfo v/ill 

* (how ?ntne opinion,’ I (hould not have paid it much 
regard. But^as it is recommended by fuch a folemn 
formality, and accofts us with fuch an air of confe- 
quence, I will make a few more obfervations upon it. 

Refpeiting its wide extent I would afk, What proof 
is adduced, as to the fa(5t.^ Nay, what evidence is 
there of its exijiencey either with regard to the Patri- 
archs, before the Mofaic Dilpertfition comnienced ; or 
in refpe£l: of thofe nations among ^hom the Jewifh 
people refided, while that CEconomy was continued ; or 
with reference to any people, after that Difpenfation 
became ol folete ? There is none, that I perceive, 
With regard to the Patriarchs^ For though Enoch 
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^ and Noah, Abraham, Ifaac,, and Jacob, were the ob- 
* jedls of what our author denominates ‘ a covenant 
‘ grant,* and were truly pious perfons ; yet there is 
not, in facred hiftory, the Inaft hint of their pofTeffihgr 
this relative^ or external hoHnefs. — Nor in refpebi of 
thofc nations^ among whom the fewijh people refided,^ 
They were tranfported into Baj^ylon ; and there, for 
a courfe of years, the anly vifible church of God fub- 
filled. There Daniel and Ezekiel avowed the true 
, God. There they prophefied, and publilhed the word 
of falvatiori.* The Chaldeans, therefore, were favoured 
with means of grace. But was it ever fuppofed that,* 
from thefe privileges, the idolatrous Chaldeans de- 
rived any degree of relative hoi ineli ? Jonah preach- 
ed to the Ninivites, and Jeremiah delivered part of 
his predivSlions in Egypt: yet none, of whom I. have 
heard, ever confidered, either the Ninivites, or the 
Egyptians, as thence deriving an* external faniiity; 
Before the Mofaic Difpenfatfon became extin6l, our 
Lord publiflied the word of falvation to the Samari- 
tans, and.fome of them= were converted ; but neither 
is there any appearance of relative holinefs diffufing 
itfclf in the land of Samaria.- 

Nor yet with reference to any people^ after the Mofaic 
Difpenfation became obfglete, T'his, I think, will ap- 
pear, if the true grounds of exterior fanftity;among 
the Jews he well confidered and underftood.- Be it 
obferved, then, that a barely relative holinefs, if I mif- 
take not, .fuppofes its pollelibrs to be the people of God 
in a merely external fenfe. Such *an external people, 
fuppofes an external covenant,, or one that relates* to' 
exterior conduit and temporal blelTings : and an ex- 
ternal covenant fuppofes an external king. Now an 
external king, is a political fovercign: but fuch is not 
our Lord Jefus Chrift, nor yet the divine Father; 

S 6 Once 
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Oiice^ indeed, it was other wife : for, concerning the 
Ifraelitifli nation, it is thus written ; /, Jehovah, will 
be thy king — Gideon faid unto*^ thcjn^ fwill not rule 
ever you^ neither Jhall wyfon rule over you : Jehovah 
Jhall rule over you — Jehovah, GW, was your 

iing"^, — Yes, Jehovah, as a temporal monarch, Itood 
related to the ancient Ifraclites, and entered into a 
federal tranfadlion with then], at Sinai ; not only as the 
objedi of theift worftiip, but as their king, ^'heir ju- 
dicial and civil inflitiites, their laws of war and of 
peace, various orders refpefting the land they occupi- 
ed, and the annual acknowledgments made to the 
(jreat Proprietor of it, were all from God, as their 
political fovereign. Hence all the natural poflerity of 
Jacob vvere Jehovah’s people, on the ground of an ex- 
teriKd covenant made with the whole nation. 

The children of Ifrael being diflinguifhed from the 
Gentile world, by a fyftem of ceremonial precepts, 
and by.their Divine Sovereign rcfiding among them, 
were denominated a holy nation : for that external 
fandtity which they polTefled feems to have arifeii, partly 
from their National Covenant^ and partly from their 
having the Divine Prefence among them. By the 
former, they renounced idolatry in all its forms, and 
gave up themfelvcs to Jehovah, in oppofition to the 
falfe objedls of Pagan worfliip ; which reparation to 
the fervice of God, is denominated holfnefs. By the 
latter, tliey had a kind of local nearnefs to God, which 
conferred a relative fandfity; as appears by various 
inftances. When, for example, Mofes wjth aftonifli- 
fnent beheld the burning bufli, the ground on which 
he ftood was pronounced holf^ ^caufe of Jehovah’s 
peculiar prefence there. Thus it was in the cafe of 
Jofhua : and fo in regard to the place of our Lord’s 
^ lloRa xiii. 10. Judges viii. 23. i Sam. vjii. 7. xii. 12. 
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transfig;uratioa ; for Peter calls it the holy mount"^. 
And why was part of the ancient faneluary called the 
tnoji holy place ^hwt bec'aufc Jeiiovah in a fingiilar man- 
ner, and under a vifiblc emblem, dwelt there ? Hence 
it is manifeif, that the Divine Prefence, whether un- 
der the form of an augujl perfcnage,, as in the cafe of 
Jofhua; or under the emblem of ^cv our in g fire^ as in 
the bufli, and upon niouiit Sinai; or under the milder 
appearance of a luminous cloud,^ as o\ er the mcrcy-feat, 
and at our Lord’s transfiguration, confers a relative 
holinefs. It is equally plain, however, that this mira- 
culous prefence of God being withdrawn from the 
fcvcral places to which I have juft adverted, they be- 
came as deftitute of that lanclity as any other part of 
the earth. 

So the Ifraelites, being feparated from all other na- 
tions for the worfliip of Jehovah as their God, to the ex- 
clufion of all idolatry; avowing fubjedlion to him as 
their king, in contradiftinftion t6 all other fovercigns ; 
and he refiding among them in the fiincluary, as in his 
royal palace ; there was a relative holinefs attending 
their perfons, and almoft every thing pertaining 
to them. For not only Jehovah’s royal pavilion, with 
all its utenfils and fcrvices ; the minivers of that 
faiicSuary, and their fcvcral veftments; but the people 
in general, the metropolis of their country, the houfes 
of individuals, the land cultivated by them, and the 
produce of that land, were all ftyled holy\, — But why 
fliould my opponent contend for the relative holinefs 
of perfons* except he alfo aferibe a fanflity of that kind 

♦ Exod. ill. c. 2 Pet. i. i8. Compare Pfalm 

Ixviii. 17. and^Afts ix. 3, 4. + See the fubjeft more largely 

ctiicufied, in my EJfav on (be Kingdom of Cbrijf p. 2 5 — 32. See 
idl') OuTKAi\r. De Sturifieris^ L. I. Cap. ITI. § 2. C. XIX. 
§ 3. SvEscER, De Leg. Heb, Riiual. Delfertat. «ie 'I'hcocrat. 

Dr. J. Owen on the SMaib^ p. 185, 230. 
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to places of worftiip, to clerical habits, and to various 
other things? For it is plain that the Jewifli exter- 
nal purity, whether of perfons, of places, or of things, 
originated in the fame Nationiil Covenant, and in the 
fame relation of God to Ifrael : and, confcqiiently, 
muft have the fame duration in one cafe, as in ano- 
ther We 'mrJi/ juftly conclude, therefore, that 
the federal and relative hofincfs of which our author 
fpeaks, is a perfe£l ftranger to the Chriftian QEco- 
nomy. 

Refpeifing ceremonial pollution an3 external purity 
Paedobaptifts have exprefled themfelves as follows. Dr. 
Sherlock : ‘The Gofpel [docs not] admit of any 
‘ legal unclcanncffes and pollutions — Nor is there ^y 
‘ fymbolical prefence of Gocj under the Gofpel, which 
‘ puts an end to the legal uncleannefs of places and 
‘ things. God dwelt among the Jews in the temple 
‘ at Jerufalem, where were the fymbols and figures of 
^ his prefence. It was God’s houfe, and therefore a 
‘ holy place, and every thing that belonged to it had a 
‘ legal holinefs. For the holinefs of things and places 
* under the Law, was derived from their relation to 
‘ God and his pj-efcnce. This was the only place for 
‘ their typical and ceremonial worlhip, — and where 
‘alone they were to offer their facrifices and oblations 
‘ to God.. .The place gave virtue to their wor- 
‘ {hip and facrifices, which were not fo acceptable in 
‘ other places ; nay, which could not be offered in 
‘ other places without fin — The caufe of this legal 
‘ holinefs was, God's peculiar Presence^ in the tem- 
‘ pie, v/here God chofe to as in his own houfe, 

‘ which fan5iified the temple, and all things belonging 
‘ to it. The effed was, that this holinefs of the place 

• Sec Padobap, Exam, Vol. II. p. 391-^397* 

‘ fanflL 
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‘ {iinftified the worfliip, and gave value and accepta- 
‘ tion to it^/-.Bp. T/^ylor : ^ The meafures of le- 
‘ gal and evangelical purity are wholly diftering— In the 
‘ Chriftianlaw, all purities and impurities arefpiritual 
— Venema, who profefTedly and at large refutes the 
notion of an external holinefs under the New Qllconomy, 
fays : ^ J^othing, it may be alfinnccij can be found in 
‘ Scripture, that favours rtlative fandity; and there- 
‘ fore it may be juftly rejected J.’ — Mr. Arch. 
‘Hall: ' Their covenant holinefs [fpeaking of the 
‘ ancient Jews,J as a nation feparated to dwell alone, 

‘ and not to be reckoned among the reft of the nations, 

‘ was entirely peculiar to them — Dr. Dodd|iidge : 

‘ it feems very unreafonahle to limit fuch phrafes as 
^ [God's chofeny] when ^plied to Chriftians, ju t to 
‘ the idea which the like phrafes had when applied to 
‘ the Jews — I cannot forbear fiying, that to determine 
‘ the fenfe of the words called^ sanctified, 

‘ and fo on, when applied to the Chriftiaii church, by 
‘ that in which they are ufed in Mofes and the Pro- 
‘ phets with refpeft to the whole people of Ifraely feems 
‘ to me as unreafonabUy as it would bo to maintain, 

‘ that the dimenfions, the ftrength, and the beauty of 
‘ a body, are to be moft exa£Hy eftimated by looking 
‘ on its Jhadow ||.’ — Dr. Owen, when deferibing the 
proper fubjecSs of a particular Chriftian church, lays: 

‘ Let it then b'fe confidercd what is fpoken of the 
‘ church of the Jews in their dedication unto God, as 
‘ unto their typical hoUnefsy with the application of 

♦ Prefers, agabiji Po/^ny, yol. 11 . Apendix, p. 42, 4^. 
t Diu^.Dub. H. 11 . Rule v. § 6. + Dijfemt. 

Sac. L. I[. Cap. x. § Gofpel WorJhi/>, V<d. I. p. ^10. 

(I Nofe^oni Peter ii. 9. Ou Regcneratiorii PofikriiK to Prtfdcc, 
p. 17. Edit. 4th, 
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‘ it unto Chriftian churches in keal hclinefsd Again, 
in another of his learned woj'ks, when fpeakingof the 
Chriftiari theology and the Gofpcl church, he fays : 
‘ Ut QX foils renails coriftet ecclelia Evangelica, pof- 
‘ tulat luec theologia — Populiini Judaicum in ftatuin 
‘ cccleflafticum vocatum, totiim fanitum puriimque 
‘ pronuntiavk if-fe Deus — Populus fan^ins ^ Jebovre 
< Deo tno. Prout autem inftituta omnia ecclefia; ifti 
‘ tvpica fuere, et fpiritualium fxeXXouTUJU xyce-- 

* B-ojv umbra, ita sanctitas 1/la^ quam toti populo 
‘ Deus aferibit, non niii o(ri0T>]T0? illius aXnS'tOf, 
‘ quam toti ccckTine fuae Dominus Jefus per Spiritum 
‘ Sandtum largiturus elTet, erat quaedam prx^figura- 
c tio — Let my reader now” confider, whether thefe 
things be not abfolutcly inconfiftent with our author's 
notions of relative holinefs : and with his reprefenting 
the following fcrintural expreflions, O facoh^ and Ifra-- 
el MY CALLED— CALLED of Jcfus Cbrljl — Cal- 
led to be SAINTS — as meaning merely ‘ to be Invited 
‘ to the honours and privileges of the vlfhlc church/ 
and ‘ to be adlually pofTeffed of Juth privileges f?' 
An interpretation this unworthy the cliaracler of my 
opponent, as avowing the dodlrrnes of divine grace ! 

Dr. W. innfts that relative hoIincTs not only kill 
exifts, but that it appears and flouriflies with regard 
to perfons\ in a greater variety of degrees than, as far 
as the Scripture informs us,. it ever did while the Co- 


venant made at Horeb was in force. For, among the 
ancient Jews, I difeern only four degrefes of exterior 
fandlity attached to pcrf<^ns : that is, to the common 
people, to the Levites, to tiic-^ricfts, and to the high- 


* I Pel', ii. Nature of Goffti and lis Govern, 

p. Theolo'^ormtena, L. VI. Cap. vii. § 2. f lia. xlviii. 12. 
Rom. i. 6, 7. Vol. J. 348. 
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prieft. Whereas, under the Chriftian CEconomy, my 
opponent exprcfsly mentions jive degrees of relative 
holinefs ; befides which^hc gives his reader an et cate^ 
ray that leads him to conceive of I know not how 
many more, in a beautifully afcending line. For in- 
ftance : If the reader be an Independent, he naturally 
thinks of a deacoriy an occafional minifter of the word, 
and of a Jlated paftor. If an Englifllf Epifcopalian, the 
long gradation between a church-warden, and the me- 
tropolitan of all England — ^nay, rather, the Sovereign 
of Gi eat Britain, whether male or female — occurs to 
his mind. But if a Papift, he thinks of the meaneft 
ccclefiaftical officer, and afeendsto the Roman pontifF, 
in whofe characSlcr he finds Ilolinrfs itfelf. ,On the 
Congregational plan, however, there is latitude fufiici- 
ent for t greatly prolonged gradation, refpefting this 
relative finality. Becaufe my opponent maintains, 
that a meafure of this holinefs is poffefled by ‘ the 
‘ Gentile world at lar^e^ — eve'n tb?)fe of the Heathen 
to whom the word of falvation is not ‘ adlually fent.^ 
Confequently, the firfi: degree of relative fan«ftity at- 
taches to the poor Hottentots. F rom them, therefore, 
Dr. W. can iifceiidjOn the Congregational plan, to the 
Chriftian priefl fprinkling the water of purification at 
the font, and to the fame prieft as officiafing ‘ at the 
‘ holy altar/ 

Clearly, nq^withftanding, as thefe paftitulars may 
appear to our author, I ftiould be glad of information 
what is become of all thofe degrees of relative holinefs, 
that were attached in former times, by divine law, to 
the land of ifracl, and tcy different places in that land. 
For, as according Jewifh Rabble?, there were 

ten degrees oi relative fanctity belonging topeifons; 
fo they inform us, that thert were eleven degrees of 

that 
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that holinefs poffefTed by different places It is inaiii- 
feft alfo, that not only the perfons of all the Ifraelites, 
the land of Ifracl in general,^ and particular places in 
that land more efiKcially, were aceoiintcd lioly; but 
that the utenfils of the fanftuary, and the facerdotal 
veftments, were all of them dignified with die fame 
fpecies of fandlity. Why, then, docs not our author 
extend his idea o^rclative holinefs a little wider ? Was 
rdl the land of Ifrael holy ? why lliould he not confidcr 
ail thole parts of the earth, that are now inhabited, as 
equally holy ? Why does he not aferibe a ffill greater 
degree of relative fiinctity to all thofc places where 
die poiitive rites of religious woidiip are performed ; 
to the private houfes in which we dwell ; to the bafin 
ufed in the priefily work of ceranonial- purification y 
to ^ the altar" at which a. fagerdotal perfon ojSciates 
and to the garments he wears, when performing his 
prieffiy fcrvices ? No doubt but he conlidcMs relative 
holinefs, in all its various branches, as a hcnift and a 
privilege cerf-rreri rn the Jcwiili clnfch. Why then 
docs he not, in the fullcff fenfe, lay claim to tliat an- 
cient prerogative ? 

This omiffion is the more to be remarked, becaufe 
he ftrongly infills, That ‘ whatever benefits and privi- 
^ letjes beU^nged to the former Difpenfation, continue 
« on to the prrfnt^ if not expressly repealed ; 

^ for the chaiige ot a Difpenfation, of itfcif is no adc- 
^ quatc caufe of their abrogation t-’ «ut why, then, 
give fuch a partial and curtailed view tif this relative 
fanftity ? Why fhould it not be exhibited m all its an- 
cient latitude ? For where| in the New I eftament, 
does our author find the benefit of^relative holinefs, re- 

* Vide Bli/vnNtVV,,C&w;?;£w/. ;;i F.pift, od Ifh, C^ p. x. 
p. 4 io, 4 ii.uciJ Dr. Lnnm-oors Icmple Seruicc, Chap- *- 
Quarto Edit, t *37- 
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psfting cidier land or houfes<i ecclefiaftical utenfih or 
cmomc'A garments^ more exprefsly repealed, than that 
which, under the former Difpenfation, attached to ^rr- 
fons F A4y onpoiient rftuft, therefore, either difcard, or 
a ] nit, the whole of this relative fanftity : for neither 
his owji principles of reafoning, nor the nature of the * 
c.ifc, will permit him to do otherwife. Of this holi- 
nefs, to a certain degree, he is ve^y defirous; that it 
may fcrvc as a pcdelfal fpr Px^dobaptifm. But if he 
fairly obtain any part of it, he mull have the whole ; 
and then he will pollefs an admirable fupport for Papal 
fuperftition. • 

Before I difmifs our author’s dot'^rinc of relative ho- 
linefs, the mode of its communication^ as deferibed by 
him, deferves regard. He aferibes the tranflnifEon of 
exterior fincfity to natural generation ; which he moft 
haj)p(ly and philofophically ’compares to an eleftrica! 
condttSfor. In another place he informs us, neverthe- 
Icfs, thatbaptifm is ‘ the appointed ordinance of Initia- 

* tion into this fate of relative •uulincfs, individually 

• and explicitly.’ That is, we are horn^ we are by 

nature^ in a ftate of relati /e holinefs j and then we are 
put into that honourable ftate by haptifn ! In other 
words, we n.o fooner come into the world than we are 
internally fall of moral qualifications, ai^d externally 
bright with relative holinefs ; which render us com- 
pletely fit for ceremonial purification^ anc^for being- /«- 
itlated into a®ftate of exterior faadity ! This, reader. 
Is either another ^ latent \ or elfe my oppo- 

nent is little fliort of being ‘ plump againft’ him- 
felf. I fllould rather have thought', on his princi- 

ples, that natural gjener^ion, in virtue of an external 
covenant, put us indtvidually, and even explicitly^ into 
a ftate of exterior fanility, independent of baptifm. But 
as Mr. Hooker, whom Dr. W. pronounces 
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when fpeaking of Infants that have been folemnly 
initiated by baptifin, reprefents them ‘ iis bcijig in the 
^ fi'Ji ^degree of their gkoftly mod on towards the actual 

* habit of faith f fo, till baptized, it feems as if^ ac- 
cording to our author, they were only in ‘ the jirfl de^ 

‘ gree of their ghoftly motion toward' a ftate of rela- 
tive holinefs. 

Dr. VV. argues from yewifh drcumcifton^ and thus 
he fpeaks : It ‘ is felf-evident — that infants^ during 
‘ the long period from Abraham to Chrift, were 
^ f Hit able ohjci^s of a covenant grant.; and capable 
^fahjedis of a covenant feal J.' But if thefe premifes 
infer his conclufion, it might be proved, independent 
of a divine precept, that Lot, and his male pofterity 
—-nay, even the idolatrous Heathens, were ftiJly en- 
titled to circumcifion. Yet^our autlior himfelf in- 
forms us we have not ‘ fufficient evidence, that circumf- 

* cifion— was ever adminiftered to the Jewi/lj infants, 

‘ but as they had a retrofpe^f relation to tlic renown- 
^ eel patriarchs, Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob That 
Lot was adlually the objeft of what is called ‘ a cove- 
^ nant grant;’ and that his male pofterity were ‘capable 
‘ fubjedts of a covenant feal,’ will be admitted. Nay, 
it is clear from the conduct of Providence under the 
Chriftian GFJeonomy, that profligate Pagans and their 
children, had it been the divine pleafure, were equally 
fui table oKieCts of the grant, and equal Ij capable fub- 
jeefts of the feal. There is no proof, however, that 
cither Lot, or idolatrous Heathens, had any title to 
circumcifion. ,.Nor can my opponent deny, on this 
ground, that either manifeftly profane pCrfons, or mere 
infants, have a claim to the Lor^'^ fupper. 

Dr. W. adds: ‘ To fiy that baptifm is a fucceda- 

* Vol. II. 196. t r'iL-r/!fiJiiml Polnyy U. V. J 64. + Vol. 

n. 234, 235. § Note Oil MoRKiCEi p. 3 14. 

‘ perhaps> 
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* neum for, or comes in the room of circurricifior, is, 

* perhaps, an exceptionable way of ftating the matter/ 
Readily granted. — ‘ But/ he proceeds, ‘ this we muft 
‘ maintain, that wha» circumcifion eminently fealed 
‘ under the /aw-t baptifin feals under the gofpel */ Sup-» 
pofing, for the fake of argument, this were admitted ; 
it would not follow that infant baptifin is a divine ap- 
pointment, as the circumciiion of infants was. Let 
our author prove, that }he law eft* circumcifion, and 
the law of baptifm, are equally clear for infants being 
the fubjects of each inllituce, and we lliall certainly 
give up the ppint. 

It is worthy of remark, that though Dr. W. here 
confuler the righteoufnefs cf faith as thc' bleifing tv///- 
ni')iily fcakd by circumcifion, and by baptifn ; yet he 
chdwhcre iniifts, that the gift of the Spirit, and finc- 
tii’cation, are the pi in<:*ipa? things rcpi elliited by bap- 
rifm. For thus he fpeaks : ‘In baptifm is eminent- 
‘ LY exhibited the dewn-prurihg of the Holy Spirit-^ 
‘ I fcruple not to alkit It, ther> is ?io oJdrfl whatever 
‘ in all the New rcllament, io :::: -.//y and fo 
‘ plicitly f gnificd by baptifm, a? ihefe Jaat/ic influences 
‘ — It appears moft probable that tlu \ arious influences 
‘ of that divine agent arc prr.icipaih reprefented in bap- 
‘ tifm f.’ Now, unlefs one thij;g be emirnntly repre-- 
fnteJ in baptifm, and another thiiig eminently/frt'/^/'/by 
it, our author is not fir from being ^ plump againfF 
himself — A?i extrjordiii.u y afiertiv-'n ^rDr. Ford, as 
quoted Vv’itii app:oba;ion by Dr. W,, deferves our no- 
Vze *■ 1 be 'e'r:-hs ..f God,' fays Dr. Ford, ‘were 
‘ co:umitie.' : i the J^vvs, :jid this upon THE account 

iAVKDTHEIR BlRIE TO CIR- 

‘ CUV. qvy/ •By wiiich you are te.ught, reader, 
th. ' s!:vhnc Revclarlor is owing to rircumcifion, rather 

li '. '5' ' Voi. I. 126, 19^1. .'97. J V'jI li, 324. 

than 
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than circumcifion to divine Revelation. A moft ex- 
travagant pofition ! but, as our author fays, ‘ Wonders 

< never ceafe/ — I fliall now ccjnclude this particular 
with obferving, that though under the article Circum^ 
cijiony I had produced fourteen ^ competent and unex- 
^ ceptionable witnefles,’ befides two Quakers, in our 
favour ; and though I had, for near twenty pages to- 
gether, endeavoured to prove the futility of all argu- 
ments againft us, that are derived from that ancient 
rite; yet my opponent boafts of having given a ^full 
^ reply,’ when he has done little more than ‘ fhown his 
^ opinion.’ 

Dr. W. argues from the fewijl) Profelyte baptifm : 
but herp, as in other cafes, he ‘ fliows his opinion/ 
without ‘ anfwering his part.’ In the Second Edi- 
tion of Padohapilfm Examined^ I produced no fewer 
than fourteen Piedobaptift writers in our favour, with 
reference to this branch of the controverfy : many of 
whom v/erc eminently well verfed in Jewifti antiqui- 
ties, and fome of lliem profefledly oppofed our author, 
with regard to the early date of this Jcwifli bathing. To 
the quotations tjierc adduced, I will here add three or 
four teftimonies from other authors. — Thus, then, 
that eminent German Reformer, Luther : ‘ John 

♦ the Baptift evas a new prophet, — and baptifm, for re-* 
^ pentance and remiffion of fins, was a new rite 
Basnage: > This cuftom [of baptizing profelytes] 

< is net fo old as is generally believed : for we do not 
^ obferve that the multitude of Egyptians, or the fa- 
^ mily of Jethro, who followed Mofes, were baptized 

in the defert after they had embraced the Jewifh rc- 
‘ ligion — Josephus relates the forced converfion of 

* the Idumeans, wrought by Hircanus, who obliged 

Opera* Brevifs. Annotat. in Matt. iii. Tom. V. fob 4. 

^thern 
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themtobecircumcifed ; but he does not fpeakof any 
^ baptifm conferred upon that nation. ShaB it be faid, 

‘ That he included baptifm under the other rites of 
^ Judaifm which that laation obfcrved ? That may 
^ be; but it muft be owned, that as Josephus never 
‘ fpoke of thofe forts of baptifms, and forgetting them 
‘ in a circumftance where they ought to have been 
< mentioned, there are fome grounds to believe that 
‘ their ufe was not yetkno^n in H/rc anus’s time, 

‘ The Rabbies that fpeak of this baptifm are divided 
‘ about tlie origin and neceffity of it — Maimonides 

* believed this b^iptifm abfolutely necefl'ary to a pro- 
‘ felyte. But this docs not feem fo much au eccUfiaJii^ 

‘ cal ritCj as a political law : at Icaft, it is the Houfe 
^ of Judgment that orders this baptifm and and thecc- 
‘ remonies of it*.’ — Bp. N'EVVCome : ^ 'Fhe embaffy 
‘ of priefts and Levites aflcetl J( 5 hn, Why baptizejl thouj 

* if thou be not the Chrijiy neither Eiias^ nor a Pro^ 

^ phet ? Hence we learn, that baptizing was a mark 

* of affuming an exalted charaftcr, find even one way 
‘ of intimating a’ claim of the Mefliahfhip itfelff.’— 
Dr. LardnePv : ‘As for the baptifm of Jcwifli prole- 
‘ lytes, I take it to be a mere fSiion of the Rabbins, 
‘ by whom we have fulFered ourfelves to be impofed 
‘ uponj.* 

To the conccflions, the teflimonies, and the rea- 
fonings of eminent Paedobaptiffs, on this part of the 
general fubjedb, qjy own reflcdlions v/ere added, fo as 
to fill between thirty and forty pages § : yet from all 
this my opponent condefeends to quote only three lines, 
and gives ‘ a*full reply’ in lefs than threb pages || !— 

s 

* HIJIory of the Je'iuSf B.*V. Cliap, vii. § 7, 8, g. f Reply 
to Vr. PRiESTLEvh Second Letter on the Dnratio?! of oi<r Lorf 5 
Miniftry, p. 113. J Letters to and from Dr. 

Lett. Ixxxix. p. 275, § Sec VoL II. p. 162 — 197. U Vol. 

il. 230, 231, 232. 

In 
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In that admirably concife and complete reply with 
which I anlt honoured, he quotes Dr. Doddridge, 
as exaftly expreffing his own thoughts on the fubjeft. 
‘ It is ftrange to me/ fays thc'Doclor, ‘ that any fhould 
* doubt whether profelytes were admitted into the Jew- 
‘ ifti church by baplifm, that is, by wajhing \ w^hen it 
« is plain from exprefs paflages in the Jcwifti law, that 
‘ no Jew, who h^ad lived like a Gentile for one finglc 
‘ day, could be rcftoied tto the communion of the 
‘ church without it. Compare Numbers the nineteenth, 
‘ nineteenth and twentieth, and many other precepts re- 
‘ latino to ceremonial pollutions; by* which the Jews 
‘ were rendered incapable of appearing before God in 
^ the tabernacle or temple, till they were either 

‘ bv bathing or 

Stra?igr thdt any fmdd^ douhty whether frofelyte^ 
were Oibniltcd into the fewijb church by haptlfin. But 
have not learned Pa^dobaptifts aflerted a fact, when 
they aflure us, That this profelyte baptifm is not fo 
much as once mentioned in Scripture, in the Apochry- 
pha, in Josephus, or in Philo? Is it not equally 
ftrange, that fo inany PreirfaniSy emincJit for learning 
and piety, fhould conlidcr Piedobaptifm as a pofitivcy 
religious rite, and avow the practice of it ; while they 
acknowledge that there is iieithcran exprefs command, 
nor plain example, for it in the New 'Feftament ; and 
to defend their conduct, have rccourfe to a Jewifh cc- 
^Lmony about uhich the Bible is entirely filent: Had 
iot Pa*dobaptifm come intc> failiion, and had it not 
u*en destitute of proper feriptcra] evidence; learned 
Toteftajits, I am j^erfuaded, v.(/U'd have pleaded 

:)r the high anthjiJity c‘f this labbirjical baptifm. But, 
s liifant forinklf::.: »’- a;; iriwtcrare ctdtom, 

nd mult l'> t ‘PI ' e — I ;; ;■ ; I, O* b v ..rufav v and 
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inference ; inany of its dcfcrulers have thought it ne> 
ce/Tary, to infer the right of infants to Chriifiaii bap- 
tifm, from the rabbinical profeiyte bathing. Thus a 
Jcwifli rite, rcfpecling which the Bible is profoundly 
filent, becomes the pedcrtal for a ChrifHan ceremony, 
nowhere mentioned in the New Teftamcnt; and one 
prcfmnj-Jtioii is crceT;cd upon another ! 

Stra}’gc that any Jhould doubt wbriher prcfcbjlcs 
were adinittcd i.uto the ydivijl) church by hnj t ':fn\ But 
is it not flij] more ftraiioe, that our author fhould fav. 
Dr. Doddridge ^ exatliy exprefles niy thoughts/ 
when he fc; fpehks; and yet, in the next page but one, 
tell us, ‘ The ceremony of adiniflion into the church 
‘is indeed altered bv our Lord’s pofitiv^e authority, 

‘ Profilyic all nations JiAPTiziNG thcm\ and to this 
‘ we fincerely fubmif^ Fpr if the ancient ccrcmonv 
of admitting pr^felytcs into tltc Jov, illi church was 
baptifni) and if the rile of adniiilion into the Chriftian 
church \y^bapt}fm\ how can it be faid, that the ccjc- 
mony is altered “d Baptizing, furely, niaf: be beptiz- 
ijig, vehether it be performed by Jews or Chriftiiins^ 
Here, therefore, is cither aiKAher Llf-coutradi diion, 
or ‘ :i latent myll-ery.* — Dr, W. immediately adds; 

Nor let our oppohng brethren, we intrcwt thtm, call 
‘ cur Ji'ict lily in qu-JIioK^ tor ihiir creri"! kLe A 
ftrong intiniiation, this, tliat we impvMch {\\Jv-JiKcn',ty ! 
]jut, if fuch an impeachment be loiind in any of our 
publications, it is more than I either know, or approve. 
Nor cait Ik* produce a ’fiiugle iidlancc out ‘.f Ptcdclrp^ 
tifm Examined^hy \\’h\c]\ it would appear that 1 have, 
in any ineafure, called their f.nceihy in qui*f ion ; or, 
if 1 were com i need ih.ii tiu re is any p.uiagc v f <hat 
kind, I would hare moll cordially retiawj. Nay, 1 
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cxprcfsly guartlcJ my readers :igai nil: every lurpicion of 
that nature ^ nor have I, that I rccLlIe^!-, fo much as 
C)i:e charged (var l-\eepbaplill: Brctlircn with 
Oil accoimt uf ibcir PxuubnpLii’- fentimentc. Whei e- 
as Dr. it is notoricns^.n -'twith.flancij'g the can- 
ucur an! tire bcne\'Oiei)^:.c of which he boalls, has iin* 
pcnclwd iiy as already ob (hr vod ■} ; and has 

A ireqaendy repreiented the Ihiptiirs as Up;cts\ 
Yes, with coaiuLiAnaie elei^'nct', and equal CLmdmir, 
lie ivpiefeiits us as ^ screwikg’ a pYitivc litc ‘ in 
^ the VICE ofbi^otry.^ A fpccimcn, this, both of his 
genius, and of his kindiicfs to us whiqh dcfcrvcs ad- 
iniration > and for wliich, douhtlefs, he will gain the 
applaufe of his leatrncd, his polite, at^d his candid 
readers. 

Stranyc rw;y f-opbl zci-ithir prcjfhia 

were aJjnifir: h.ic rlr Jiwif ckurcl hy (.'ptifr:, Ihtt 
js it not cqiiaiiyy/rrv.gra that my opponent, in defence 
of Pardabaptif'nj fhoiiKl have rccoiirC.: (o a fnppcfed 
iewifh ccrcmom/, never mention. d in Scripture; 
when, in the fd.Pah. (f polemical might, he propofes 

* to confroTit, ic^ r’r.t.k, and to ro\it, cvci y jdatlaiix of 
our ar<^u7Ticnt.-, by fliov/lng,^ Ihia.t there is fufficient 

* POSITIVE rijidunt it is the will cf Chrift baptized 

* b^l’evin'f parents {ii-ould ciidjavour to get tneir chil- 
" drenbap'twed Is there any cccafion for one who 
dderibes pY/K d' evidence ; s lie does, and who pro- 
pofes to adifucc that Zhn/ of evidence, dn proc;f of its 
beirvT ^ the will of ChriPr tliat Infants fliould be bap- 
tized; to argue from a Jewidi ceremony, which many 
learned' Prndcbaptiibs thcmfelvcs confuinv as cemting 
into exifteiicc, lon^^ after the commencement of Chnf* 
tian baptifm ? Yet fo it is ! Pojitive evidence from 
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Scripture muft be fupported, it fcems, by appending to 
a rabbiiiical rite not mentioned in Scripture ! — Nor is 
be contented with reprefenting Chriftian haytifm as a 
Jev/ifli inftitutc continued, for the life of our Lord^s 
difcipics: no, he r I fo places the fucred fapper on the 
fame fcjotino;. Thcfc arc his words : Mt is beyond 
^ all rca.foinble doubt, that haptij.'n^ as a purifying rite, 

^ anJ the hoi V fi’:Ppt-r^c\s a rolcmn Jcwifli feflival, were 
‘ ii: life iheir a])p()intmcnt as fraud ing ordinances 
‘ in the church^.’ — So iiifily foundeil is that com- 
plaint of Air. li'. Br A nr.Vii'’)', v^ho, wlven op;-), fnig 
the S('cin!an‘i, and when fpealnng of bapiiihi .lof. hi: 
Lord’s ilipper, f lys : tbJe foleninitita' are rc-. 

preienteJ as jio more tlnin tJv: frcrainits of JnJa’fm. 

^ As if thrre \va^ ran’ propriety in our Lord’s telling 
^ tha difciplr*^, ‘hat all pou'er 'iViis grvc/i tj hiiH in 
^ heirr.'u an / / v oiily to recoinmenj a feraj) o^' 

an (jld religion ! Or, as if the Apoiile laid a;u' nccv! 

‘ to Ihy, In; h id rrctivcd that of the Lord^ which he rc~ 

^ cuM'd; by the irnhillon of his fathers -j !’ 

Dr. D^>r)n?v.i DGlt, howcwr, pleads eoprefs p~dJhg‘£S 
in the A'le-ftie law, for ceremonial piuihcation by 
water. Tiiat Inch precepts theie are, is f ankly ac- 
knowledged: but will this prove tlie profefjn 'jailing 
to have been a divine appointment ? I'o cleajdh a Jew 
from legal defilement, wnis evidently a di^f;;i*ent thing 
from baptiziiight Geniile, as a rite of acmllHon into 
the church. Befides, the former was cxprcfsly ap- 
pointed of (jod; but the latter is nowhere mentioned 
ill divine la\L — As to thofe expreffions of Dr. Dood- 
RiDGE, ‘ waftied by fprlfCkUng \ they are never ufed, 
that I recoil edl, cither in the Adofaic law, in facird 
hldory, or in common fpecch. Nor do I thitil: it pro- 

^ VoL T. 27S. 
p. 50, 


f Neerj/ify oj CcnUnd'mg fur ih' 

nr 



411 Prlnciphs of Padolapiifm^'" [Chap. VL 
tw-ble they would ever have been ufed, by any writer 
"6f reputation, had it not been for Inflint fprinkling, 
and to keep the praftice of itjn countenance. For, 
to fpr inkle a few drops of water upon any peifon 
or thing, and to waf the one or the other ; arc 
always, in common affairs, diftinguifhed, and fre- 
-quently contrafted the one with the other. ‘ The word 

* waj}) in Engl;fh,ifays Dr. CAMPrninL, ^ when ufed 
as a neuter \ erb, without ?i rvydnivn, is cf):vi'nou]v , if 

* not always, underftood to rclutc to the vjhclc 

Our author adds: ‘ Even Dr. (till allov/s that 
there were h.'jptifms atnong the Jews* Ibr crrnn'niud 
^ unch-jnnrf,^ He alio produces Dr. Gaja', who 
iays; ‘ I'hat the Jews, on account of ieveral kinds of 
‘ pollution, ufed to purify themfelvcs by e.in- 

^ notbequelHoned.’ \Vhence#he conclude^ 5 ^ 7 'her‘J' re 

* it appears with fuperior evidence, fjoni ihe ti^ndimony 

* of thefe competent and unexec plionalde wiinelles, 

* that brtptiun v/as VYell knov/n, as a ccremoui. 1, puii- 

* lying rite, prior to the Chriilian .Tia; confjquent- 
^ ly, our Lord appointed a ceremony whic h was in 

* ufe before, as a feal of tiic covenant to be apj)liej to 
^ all v/ho are iniLtated into the church f — Nov/ this is 
dernonltratlon— dcmojifira.tion too, on the ground of our 
own concATions ! So inadvertent v/crc thefe Dodors 
as to acknowledge, that the Jews, longbeforcour Lord's 
incarnation,* pra<ftifed bathing for ceremonial purifica- 
tion, in obediejice to exprefs divine commands; by 
which they have conceded, that Gentile profelytes 
iverc admitted . into the Jewifh churcb \ty bathing, 
u/ithout a divine command ;jnd without any evidence 
of the f*i 6 \ ! Nor is it Icfs clear* from what the con- 
ceding Doctors have faid, that the profelyte baptifrn 

* on John. ix. 7. f L. 230, 231, 232, 
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was a feal of th^ covenant : for my opponent's- there^ 
fore^ and prove it beyond a doubt. — Never 

was polemical writer better pleafed with any concef- 
fion made by opponenfr, than Dr. W. is in the cafe* 
before us : yet never, farciy, was there lefs reafon for 
it ! 

As it is a!]ov;ed by P.-rdobaptiffs thcmfelves, that 
the Jev/i/li profelyte haptllm, by \v!ionifoever intro- 
duced, was {performed lij” irimerfyn , it nviH have 
but an awkward appearance fc^r aii^\ we. n cn;kaivoiir- 
ing to prove the lav/fulnefs of fi'i .'a'-r/o/ - . er infants of 
Chriftlam^ to aim at evincing that the j,tv. s had a cuf- 
torn of dipping thofe Gentiles zvho voluntarUy <^snMicesC 
Paganipn, For, as a late v/rltcr has obferved; ‘ A 
‘ law to dip^ is not a law to : a law Ibr a mad 
^ to dip himfelf ^ is not a*n authority for another man 

* to dip him : a law to cTip injlr^uled profelytcs, is not 
^ a law to baptize infant: ; a law to waih the firj} con- 
‘ vert of a family^ in not an authority to vvafli all the. 
‘ dcfccndanls cf that cctiverf: a* law to enjoin three 

* things, circumficlon, waQiing, and ficrihce, is not 
‘ fiil!illeJ by a performance of only on: of the three 
'T'he oblbrvation of Ci-tamier, in a ikriilar cafe, will 
here apply: ^ lile dicebat dim; Cum lecnina non 
‘ fuificircr, pe]l?m vulplnam die afllieri-Jani A re- 
mark of J. G. Carpzgvius, refpeiting the argu- 
ment for Paedobaptifm from the Jewifh profelyte bath- 
ing, fhall coiltlude this particular. ‘ Sed male con- 
< fultum efiet baptifino* infantum, ft non alio niteretur 
« Arhillc X.* 

Dr. 'W.«contends, that all the grants and privileges^ 
if not exprcfsly repealed, which were enjoyed under- 

* Mr. ■Robinson’s H[fory of Ba/>ti/m, p. 39* t Parjh/it., 
Tom. IV. L. VH. Cap. xviii. § 17. J Aj>parat, Ktft. Criti 
Sac. Annouit. p. 47. 
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f Qilconomy, are continued under the imine- 
diatjly iuccccding Difpenfluion. Thefe are his words : 

‘ Whatever benefits and privileges belonged to the 
^ former Diipcnfation, continue to flow on to the pre- 

* fent, if not exprfsly repealed ; for the change of a 

* Difpehfation, of itfelf, is no adequate caufe of their 
‘ abrogation — (irants and privileges continue in force 

* until repealed. Which repealing, if it be not either 

* exprefs^ox arife ftoin the i^;ature of the cafe, in itfclf 
^ pLiiijy can have no binding influence, that is to fay^ 

* no cxilbence at all — Since infants did actually make 
*a part of Go(]\s churcliat the time of (,^elivcrijig thefe 

* prophecies [bef)ic mentioned,] and ever had been 
^ held i:i that relation from the beginning of the 
‘ world; it is evident that we ought to be inflow 

* enced by nothing fliort of* a decifive contravention 

* from the Supreme Head of the church, to alter our 
‘ conduct tov/ards our ofFspring— Wc may as foort 
‘ contrive an even balance poHelFed of tlie wonderful 

* property of outweighing fomething with nothing ! 
^ as to contrive a rule for excluding infants from the 
‘ church of the New Telbamcnt, without an EX- 

* PRESS injunfiion for fo doing — Nothing can be ad- 

* mifliblc in evidence againft Paedobaptift principles, 
‘ — which docs not reject and excommunicate infants 
* MC^T EXPRESS AND UNEQUIVOCAL MAN- 

* NER — Does God ever fay, Baptifm is not to your 
‘ infant chrildren, though the promife to them*?' — 
But if thefe pofitions, and the arguments by which he 
endeavours to fuppqrt them, prove any thing, they 
prove too much; as may appear by th<f following 
confiderations. 

'■* Vol. T. 237,2^0, 260, 2r> I, 3 1 320. \ ul. FT. 3171 Sec 

Rife, Voi. 1. I'iiy 350» 

Wert 



Chap. VI.} as malniahied by Dr. tV, 415 

Were this way of reafoning agaiiift us conchifivey 
it would prove that the peculiarities, in general, of 
Judaifm arc yet in forge : for very few of them are, in 
the New Teflamciit, contravened in tliat exprefsy de- 
cifivcy and u):e^uivocul nianncT, on which onrauthor fo 
much infill?. Not here to mention the National form 
of the jewiih church, where docs he find an ecclefi-^ 
aftlcal govcrfiment, like that a:noi#g the Jews, exprejf^ 
ly prohibited ? Where are the anci(‘nt I'ucrJotnl 

unequivocally fo! bidden to Cliri Ilian minifvcis? 
Where ;ux‘ thofe rniniflers declli\elv j'lrohibited to 
claim a fubffflcnce from tiieir people, by the payment 
of tithes} For though, on his principles, they often 
perform the prUJlly work of purification, an4 frequent- 
ly officiate at ^thc hoi y» altar;* yet I do not find him 
advance a claim to that •pricflly reward. In what 
Evangelift or Apollle does he meet wnth an ix'prefi 
prohibition of the ancient ceremonial cleanfiiags being 
pra<£lifed in their full exicni Where does he find 
the obfervation of the feviuth-day fabbath unequivo- 
cally contravened ? Where, while the temple at JerU- 
fidem was yet flrandlng, dojs he find the fantluary 
fcrviccs decifively forbidden', or w'hcre does he meet 
v/iih an exprefs prohibition, in all cafes, of circumcU 
fra ? In what page of the New "rediPnicnt does he 
find it cxprefsly faid, that tlic places wl'icre Chriftiaris 
meet for public worihip,.the^«r//76/7^i fn •v/hich minif- 
ters perform their folL’um fcrvices, the ]:oujcs in whicb 
the profefTors of Chriilianity dwell, and the ground 
w^hich they cultivate, are not holy? .Yet fuch were the 
grants and privileges, the prerogatives- and honours,, 
iiat belonged to* the former Difpenfiition. — Perhaps 
he may fay ; A proliibition, as to each of thefc things^, 
arifes from the nature of the Chriftian CEconomy*. 
To which It may be replied ;• Sudi is the Gonftitutioii 
T 4 «£ 
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of the Chriftian church, and fuch is the law of bap- 
tifm, as equally to forbid the concliifions which he in- 
fers. Belidcs, as to various of the preceding particu- 
lars, there are multitudes of pr^fefl'ed Chrifiinns wlio 
deny that there is any llich prohibition, and plead for 
their continuance under the prefent Difpenfation of 
grace. 

Rcflefting on the affertions of my opponent, I am 
reminded of an argument that has been ufnl, to prove 
the divine right of tithes. * Wc need,' fays the an- 
thor of TA',-’ SnaHc iri the C rnj\ ‘ jio new commandment 

* for [tirhesj in the Gofpel, if they are ciot forbidden 

* and abrogated by Chrift.' To w^hich Friend 
Wyeth replies: Mf they are not exprefsly com- 

* mnndcd to be continued under the Gofpel, they are 

* not of force ; that law bein'^ temporary^ by which 

* they were commanded, and now expired. It was 
‘ adapted to the CEconomy of the Jews ; made to an- 

* fwrr thar Difpenfation— So that an esprefs prohibi- 
< tion of tithes, in the Gofpel, was no more nccefTary, 
‘ than an exprefs repeal of an Adi of Parliament which 

* was but temporary, aiid expires of courfe at the end of 

* that term for wliich it was appointed *d — Agreeable 
to this, is the language of Adr. Charnock, when he 
fays ! ‘ All laws do naturally expire, when the true rea- 

* fon, upon which they were firiT framed, is changed f.* 
Nay, oi;r author himfelffcems to proceed on the fame 
principl?, wh'^n, fpeaking of the Apofllcs, he fays: 

‘ Ths extent to which [after the refurreefion of 

* Ohrift,] their commiiTion reached, hapUed a dijfjlu’- 

‘ tton of a former 'poutivc rcifriftion J.’ • * 

The intelligent reader may' eafily perceive, that 
the reafoning of Mr. Wyeth will apply, in all its 

* Sivitchfur ihe Snake^vt, | //>/.■•, Vol. J. p. 

1. 1 a. Edit, the fail. J Voi. II. 594. 

fCICCy 



Chap. VL] as maintatned by Dr^ W* 4.1 j 

force, to the cafe before us. For that interefl: which tFie 
infant offspring of Abraham’s defccnclants had in the.- 
Jewiih church its prerogatives, being part of sl 
temporary and Icfs perS;(51: CEconorny; muft, in the 
nature of things?, be of a temporary nature : nor could 
it, without a new divine charter, have an exigence un- 
der the (iofpci Difpcnfition, any more than the divine 
right of tithes. — 'Fo produce a new divine charter,., 
however, our Brethren not [fretciui. As wel],., 
therefore, might perfons who are cuiifeiTL'dly unregene- 
rate plead their title to full communion \vi;h any par- 
ticular churchy on the ground of ancient privilege 
granted by Jehovah to the carnal Ifrac Sires, .provided' 
they were not guilty of feme flagiiious evil, or cere- 
monially unclean, as any contend that infints muft 
be members of tlu' cliureh now, bec:;ufe they were fo 
under the Jewiih QL'c(Wi1iy. With equal reafon 
may the members of a National church argue from 
the want of an expivfs prohibition lying r.gainft an ec- 
clefiaftical conftltution c f that liind ; as any of our 
opponents rcqu’re an explicit divine decLirati<?n, that 
the church-men iberlhip of infants is now ctahal. Such 
mcmberfliip is, indeed, the very bails of National 
churches; but quite inconfifteiit with chuiches of the 
Congregational form — It mud be aciciiov/ledged,, 
however, that as Dr. W. has a maiufcd ^mcdiledtion 
for National churches under Congregaaional govern- 
ment, (but in» what Utopia they are to be found, I 
am entirely ignorant ;}fo this argument is not expefit- 
ed to have any force v/ith him. It may, not with ft and-- 
ing, be coiffidcred in a di derent light by others of our. 
Piedobaptill Brethren atwng theProteftaut Diffenters# 


♦ Sec V.tihhji. Vd. 11 . p. 30— 46 FJpn' (m th 
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Dr. W. informs his reader^ that the Baptifts confi- 
dcr the following pofition as a general rule : * If the 

* Seripture be Jifent ^hout infants as the fubje<9: [fub- 
<jc£ts] of baptifm, or even ji'ot declfvely exprrfs in 
^ their favour, we arc to take it for granted, that they 

* were tiot baptized.’ A rule this, if I iniftakc not,, 
which is well fupported by the following words of Bp. 
Taylor : ‘ He that affirms muft prove. To him 

* that denies, a negative argument is fufficicnt. For to 
^ a man’s belief a pofttive caufe is required *, but for his 
‘ not believing, it is fufficient that he hath no caufe*.’' 
— In oppofirion to the preceding rule,ohowcvTr, and 
in the language of a martial hero, he replies : ‘ To 
^ face this cannon, however formidable, we venture 

* to plant another — If the Scripture be filent about in- 
' fants as the fubjedfs of baptiim, or even not dccifively 
^'-exprefs againji the?n^ we are to take it for granted, 
‘ that they were baptized with their parents 

Being quite aftonifhed and confounded by the terri- 
ble explofioa C'f this thundering piece of logical ord- 
nance, the reader has no reafon to wonder if I be, at 
p^rcf^uit, entirely deprived of that ‘ confummatc pru- 
‘ dence,’ for which, in the eft i mate of my opponent, 
I once was eminent: fo that — ! My trepidation a- 
bating, a Efficiency of montal capacity is juft return- 
ed by which* to perceive, that this formidable cannon 
is of fuch excellent metal, and fo fkilfully planted^ that 
it will equally defend Inf: nt bjptifn, anS Lifant com- 
jnunion. Nay, it is moft happily adapted to pro- 
te<5t the fuperftitions of Popery; even though they 
were attacked by the moft powerful phahhx of Pro- 
teftant arguments. With expedtation of its doing exe- 
cution, jou may turn it, like a fwivel gun, to what- 
ever point of the compafs you pleafe. — Numerous arc 


* B.u^or Dkbitant, B. II. Chap. JU. p. 384. f Vol. I. 2 So. 
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the prefumptuous claims, and tlie hateful fiiperftitions 
of Popery, as all Proteftants will allow. But were we,, 
from the fiience of Scripture, or from the Scripture not 
fpeaking dvcifively eiprcfs againft the peculiarities of’ 
the Papal fyftem ; to take it for granted that fuch pe- 
culiarities weVe believed or pra^tifed in the apoftolic 
churches, a great part of thofe haughty claims and a— 
bominable fuperftitions mart: be admitted. 

That my Itfs inforrjied reader may know, to what 
fort of writers Dr. W. is obliged for t?his roariugcan- 
non, I will tranferibe a few^ lints from a namekfs Ro- 
man Catholic author, who dehes tlie oppofitioticd' Pro- 
teftajits in the followiiig manner. ^ You cannot ftiow 
^ cue fofiiive ^Y^xxxwQoX agaiiill the off}ur:ts^ 

‘ either from Sr<:ripture or f om Farheis ; not one 
*againil the doctrine of the rc:J tranfuhjlcin^ 

^ veneration of rna^ys upi'ii accoimt of their' 

^ repref^ntations ; not one againft the n^nrdcr or ficra- 

* ments ; not one to prove communion under Icih kinds 

* to be injirpcnfible ) or that Miildren dying wlthcut? 
baptifn are frji'd. In a word, you cannot Ihov/ one 

^ pofiihve argument againft anyone cioftrine c-t our 
‘ church, if you ftare it ligiu. Ail you can fay, is, 

^ It dies not appear to ns op' So I ptnre : It dors vot 
^ appear io as from antlq:dity\ lis^yoxi fdy^ your 

* authentic records^ your deeds of gljt^ your revelation^ 

‘ and we will helievc : as if an uninterrupted pofleffion' 

* were not (ufticient 

I will now prerent my reader v/ith the language of 
an old Nonconformift, when filencing this Popifli can- 
non. Thus, then, Mr, West; Cavil : We have 
‘ brought never a.porifive Scripture that fays, There is 
no fuch place as purgatory ; and an huge outcry is ort^ 

Vhidkat. (jf B ijhop of Ojmlotn s Expojii. cf Doli, of Cos bid. 
Cixivchy p. Ill, 112. ' - 
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^ fuch OGcafions taken up againft our negative way of 

* arguing againft a doctrine that theypo/itiveJy profcfs 
i — Truly, on their part it lies to have given us pof^ 
^ five and expvtf Scripture for {xirgatory, tliat would 
‘ impofe it on us as apofitivc article of faith — It fecais 

* abfurd to provoke topohtivc exprefs Scripture againft 
< every chimera that may come into men’s heads a 

* thoufand years after the Scriptures were v/rit : for fo, 

‘ if any man (houlJ Viffcrt, tTj^ecially if many fhould 
‘ agree to it, that Maiioaikt is a true prophet, or 

* that the moon was anhll-ftone, or vvliatever elfcc.ui 

* be fuppofed more unlikely; I am bounJ,to fubferihe 
‘ to it, except I can bring particular prfitivc^ e.\prvis 

* Scripture againft it^.’ 

Thus al^fo Mr. ViKCENT Ar.soP, when writing 
againft a Proteftant Kpifcopa]i“aii : ‘ Jt had been im- 
^poflible that all nC; 2 ativts flio'uid he exprelled, I'hou 

* Jhallnct jhwd upon ihy head : Thou Jloalt not wear a 
* foots coat : Thju jhalt not play at dicc^or cardsy in the 
‘ worjhip of God : but thus [Dr. Goodman] thinks 
‘ he has made good provifioii for a fate conformity 

* to the ceremonies; b-‘cau{e it is not-faid, Thou 
‘ Jhalt not ufe the crofs in bapiifm : Thou Jhalt not ufe 
^creamy oily Jfit tic: 'I hen Jhalt not conjure out the- 
‘ deviU At wiiicii hack-dov)r camoin all the fuperjil^ 

‘ tious fopperies of Rome. And with this paflport wc 

‘ may travel all over the world ; from Rome to the 
‘ Porte, from thence amongft the Tartars j^nd Chinefev 
‘ and conform to all : for perhaps- we (hall jiot meet 
‘ with one conftitution that contradids an exprefs law 
‘of Scripture t*’— Such, in the^Iaft century,* was the 
language of Proteftant DilTenters, when op])ofmg the 
abominations of Rome, and the unfcriptural rites o£ 

♦ Morning Exfcrci/t aga'nfi p. f hln- 

345 > 34 ^^* 
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the Englifli Ecclefiaftlcal Eftablifhment. Such, on, 
(imilar occafions, is the language of Proteftant Non- 
conform ifts now. Our author, however, though of 
that denomination, has avov/cd his opinion to be quite 
the reverfe, in rcfcrcnce'to Infant fprink-ling. 

Let us take another, view of this terrible, polemical,. 
Popiili cannon ; and compare it with a Proteftant 
axiom of our author’s, to v/hich I (j:)rJi::lIy accede. ‘ If" 
^ the S( ripture he Jilent tfhoiit infants as the fihjejfs of 
^ baptifm^ or even not dccifiveiy cxpnfs againjl them^ 

^ we are to take it for granted^ that they were baptized 
‘ zvith their parents^ — is the dreadful cannon, in its 
[otigth, its bore, and its elevation. ‘ Js nothing foould 
'^ %e confidcrcd as an cjiahlifocd principle of faith^ which 
^ is not in fame part of Scripture delivered zvith perfpi-- 
‘ cuity ; fo that perfplcuity JbonJd be fought for princL 
^ pally zvhe're the point in qiiefticn is niojl profeffedly 
‘ handled' — is tlie axiom to which I refer. Now, 
reader, what think you ? Will the axiom filence the 
cannon, or the cannon demoliih the ?.xiom ? For one 
thing' is plain ; there is no harmony between them, 
and they are in a ftate of hollility. If the cannon b^ 
heard, the axiom falls : and if the axiom be permitted 
to operate, the cannon mulf he nlenccd. — This can- 
non, being manifeftly call at Rome, intejWed only fov 
that meridian, and quite inimical to the grand principle 
of Proteftantifin ; it Is to me a ^latent myftcry,’ how a 
Proteftant Diflentcr could honourably have it in his 
polTcdion. It is, .however, ftill more extraordinary, that 
a Congregational Nonconfonniit ftiouki f) confidently 
avow the afe of fuch a Popifti cannon, licfidcs, as this 
polemical engine ro:ws aloud, Prove a negative! and as 
our author profeffedly declines any fuch la'kj it feems 
a little unfair, tliat he flioulJ impofe a burden of that 
kiad upon us. But I recoUed his telling us, that 

‘ wonders; 
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* wonders never ceafe and that tiie iieceiTities of In- 
fant fprinkling are very great* 

Still further to fupport the p.ufe of Paedobaptifm^ 
Dr, W. ‘ (hows his opinion’ refpefting the churchy or 
kingdom of Chrift : which opinion, if I undcrftarrd 
it, is much more fuitabhi to ancient Judaifm, than to 
Chriftianity — to the Ihaclitcs', under their Theocracy; 
than to Chriffiuns^junder the fpiritual dominion of tlie 
King Meffiah. 1 hus he e^pre/Tes himfclf : * Chrif- 

* tian kingdoms are the Lor/Ps in a ferfe fimilar to 
‘ that in which Ifrael vtas Us ; with this diftcrence, 

* that the yoke of Mofaic ceremonieFT fliould be re- 
‘ moved, and a fpiritual evangelical vvorlhip introduc-^ 

* ed — Qur Lord fpeaks of the kingdom of God being 

* transferred from onp nation to another natkn. 

‘ Now what lefs can we infer hence, than— that the k ing- 

dom of God was not abolifhed but transferred from 

* one people to another— and that the national 

* pe£i of the former (^t leaft fo far as to include the chii- 

* dren with their parents) flaoul J be the fubj c ci matter of 
^ the transfer : — The preaching of the gorpci — was not 
^ what [the unblicving Jews] once poinficd and glori- 

< ed in ; but National A’hptloriy their church Jiate 
‘ and privileges — and therefore what was taken from 
« them wa^ their church fate — From this they were 

broken < 7 ^— and to this the Gentiles wer© acloptecLThe 

< fall of the one, became the riches of the other. What 
^ the ona fell froruy the other was promoted to; and 

< what can this be, but their church fate as a body of 
« people? — It has been I think demoridratcd — that the 
‘ Chriftian church both of ^entiis S an'd jews, muff, 

‘ actrording to [Paul,] be made up in a great mea- 

* SURE of Infants and children. That is to fay, the 
^ gofpel miniftry, or difpenfation defigyis and intends^ 

‘ in its own nature, nothing ftiort of this — Plcafing 

* thought ! that every time I baptize a child, I am acid- 
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* ing to the number of Chrift’s vifible fubje^lr — -It 
^ [will not] follow, that becaufe believers and pcni- 
^ tents are reprefented as fuitablc fubjefts of the Re- 
^ deemer’s kijigdom,Mierefore no other part of the hu- 

man race arc to be fo reckoned — Again : ‘ It ap- 

* pears [from ancient prophecies,] that the Mefliah’s 
‘ kingdom,, ia its external afpeef {hould have kings. 

* and their £ulye£ts, or ivhole nations^ as such, ijiclud- 
‘ cd in it: [and] that# in fone future period this* 
‘ fhould be univerfaliy the defirable cafe — That [the 
‘ converfion of Egypt and Aflyria j would be national^ 
‘ and not con^ned to adults only-\J* 

^ Now,* reader, what fay you to this ? Is it not, in our 
^ithor’s language, ^curious intelligence?’ But, grati- 
fying to curiofity as it may be, the fentimehts are, to 
ufc a favourite expreffibn of my opponent, a little too 
deeply tinged with, ancient Judaifm to obtain aflent. 
For here we are taught, That faith and repentance 
jirc not ncccflary to conftitutc perfons real fubjefts of 
our Lord's kingdom — T'hat thefre is no difference be.- 
tween the members of the Chriftian church, and that 
of the Ifraelites — That the church of Chrilt corififts, 
in a great meafure, of infants and children — I'hat the 
JeAVS having forfeited their national adoption, the Gen- 
tiles in general have fucccedcd to it — ^Qiat the Na- 
tional form of the Old reftament church, is transfer-^ 
red to that of the New CEconomy— rThat Lcular 
kingdoms, in*which Chriftiariity is profefied, are the 
Lord’s, in a fimilar fehfe to that in which the jewifh. 
people were his— And that the Mcifiah's kingdom in- 
cludes wh^le nations^ as such. — Now, if to thefc par-, 
ticiilars you addjai^ external covenant, various degrees 
o£ relative hejinefs, profelyte baptifm, the Lord’s fup- 

^ Vol. I. 267, 263, 269, 36.2. Vol. II. 339 ? 3 95* t Vol. 
i. 2 6 3,. 2 64. 

per 
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per as a Jewifti feftival, ceremonial purification by 
water, and confider the Lord’s table under the cha- 
rafter of a holy altar \ all which our author mentions,, 
and for all, except the laft, he expreTsl y pleads ; you have 
a tolerable body oif udaifm^ to which he gives the name 
of Chriflianity. I faid, of Jiidaifn : and if you except 
thofe two particulars, profelyte baptlfm^ and tiie Lord^s 
fupper^ (the latter of which, by a grofs milnomcr, he 
calls a Jewish fejlh'al \) it will be a body of anciait 
Judaifm* It has been commonly believed by Protef- 
tants, that the JevviiTi fyflem of rites and external pri- 
vileges, has long been antiquated : but, recording to 
the dccifive opinion of Dr. W., the Chndian code i% 
only cor rested improved cditu)ii of that ancienC 

fyftem ! Of iiich an idea muft Infant fprinkling avail 
itfelf, in order to ftand its grpun^d ! — Klfcwherc, how- 
ever, he fays; ^Chrift is a king, and his church is a 
‘ kingdom, but not of this world — The Gofp:*! 

* church is a fdctt body of people^ of which Cliiift is 
‘ the head — 'The world and the churches of Chi ill: arc 

t dangeroufly intermixt ! May he whofe fan is in 

‘ his hand, by his word and fpnit in his churches, fepa- 
‘ rate the chaff* from the wheat 

Further: My opponent maintains, that as Jeho- 
vah, under th-/- former Difpenfatje-n, was the God of 
unconverted Jews; fo now ^ he may be a God to 
my,’ whethe.r they ever be born again or nc^r. He 
tells us, the Lord may declare he v/ill be a God to 
and min€\ without warranting me to conclude 
‘ that I am poffefled of grace, or a perfon adually 
juftified — He is wy God^ that I may bcJiCve— 'fhe 
Lord proclaims himfelf(?«r and gives us his co- 
venant and the fcai of it, that we— might* be induced 

• Vol. I. J36, ^07, 40^5. ISlQKJklQh'i Su'ial Rd v: Note, 
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‘ to become his people — The ordinance* [of baptifm] 
' is a feal of the firlt promife, or a confirming token 
‘ of initiation into that ftate wherein we may iay, The 
‘ LordisoiiK GoTi^arfdwe are his people '*.’ — But 
that, under the Gofpcl Difpsnfation, any unreg^’ncrate 
perfon is warranted to call Jehovah his God^ is contrary 
to the t:?nour of the New Covciniit, and confounds 
the Jewifii, with the Chriftian Oicgnorny f . — Prcfi- 
dent Edwards has juftly obfcrved, that the Jewilh 
Difpcnfatioii ‘ was, as it were, an cxicrnaTdwi car- 
nal covenant J yet my opponent argues as if it were 
ftill iji force. gOn a grofs miflake of the fame kind 
^fjt^man Catholics proceed, in defence of their Ibpcr- 
^ions : pretending, fays Mr. Gee, that our ‘ vvor- 
^ fhip muft be of the fame nature and kind With the 
‘ Jevvifli worfhip, bccauft it^was to fucceed it.’ But 
this, as he truly obferves, ‘ is fo far from being good 
‘ reafoning,* that the contrary may be rather inferred 
‘ from it. It is certain that fpiritual circumcifion fuc- 
‘ ceeds the carnal, and the unctioft with the Spirit that 
‘ with oil — This reminds me of the following re- 
mark made by the learned Basnage: ‘ Of all reli- 

< gions, there is none that is more enriched with the 
‘ fpoils of Judaifm, and that has adopted more of its 

< ceremonies, than the Roman \\d To which I will 
add, of all the dogmas that arc held by any clafs of Pro- 
teftant Difl'enters, there is not one fo mujch beholden 
to ancient Judafifiii for fupport, as Infant fi')rinkling j 
and, of all its defenders -that I have poimfcd, none have 
proceeded fiich extravagant lengths on that ground as 
Dr. W. But, were not the New Teftament and die 

♦ Vol. I. 207, 3c:7. (I^ote) Vol. II. 242, 2 4V + Jer. 
xxxi. 31 — 34. Hcb. viii. S, q. See my E/p^y on the Kingdom of 
Cbrifi^ p. 14-—24. I On original Sin, Part IV. Chap. iii. p, 
429. § Prrfryv. ngiiind Po/k'}V, ^Thlt VI. loz. I| Hif 

icQ’ of ibe Jeu’SfH, VIl. Chap. xxii. § i6. 

CbriftUn 



4^6 Princlpln of Pad6hapttf?n^ [CiiAP. VL 
Chriftian CEconomy abfolute Arrangers to Infajit 
Crinkling; why fhould my refpedlable opponent fo 
often appeal to the Old Tcftament, and io ihe Mo- 
faic Difpenfation, for the principal fupport of 
caufe ? The fa6t is, th?t ceremony is much more 
congenial to Judaiun, than to primitive Chi ianity* 
Nay, in the [>ra6tice of Infant iprinkhng, there are 
various particub.i;«^ which, as a learned Predobaplld: 
acknowlcdares, were borro’tVed trom ancient Pajian- 
iTn *. 

In oppohtlon to my opponent’s courfe of argument 
from ancient Judaifm, and to his notioih of our Lord’s 
kingdom, I would lay before the reader a few' exu*;a^ 
from Paedobaptifts. Anonymous: ‘ If Chriftians ^ 
♦muft mcafure their worfliip according to the infti- 

< tution and ceremonies ^ of . the Jews, it is needful 

• that, either they imitate them in all things j or elfe 

• that fome OE Jipus refolve this riddle, hitherto not 
^ refolved, to wit ; IVhat is moral and tmhable in [that 
^ church-ftatc, and] thofe cerenimies^ and what not-\^* 
Dr. Owen: ‘ When God would take the poftcrity 

• of Abraham into a new,, peculiar church-ftate, he 

• did it by a folemn covenant — This covenant is at 
‘ large declared, Exodus the twentieth — 'Phis was that 

• covenant which was to be aboliihed ; whereon tlie 

* Sperlingivs is the author to whom I refer, and his lan- 
guage is as f llows, * Qui unqur-ni orprlfr.,?. iC' vfcl't n(;ftra, 
♦negabit eadem in a6la cf^c ; nain tt ibi lurtraii<;nus, et 

^baptifmL, noiriinum impoiiiiOjC! fufceprorcs <x rcflcs, mnneraiti- 
‘dcmconvivla ‘pij):Ji ia,fY/ iranfi^rmit ah Kibhu h ad Cm‘ 

< pnftquam baf^rirmofnioquoliberos fuos lul^rarc iui?i I'unt a C'liriOo 
‘ ft Apoftolis illonnnquc n\orf'^ allumtos iuo; qu(‘dammo<Io 
‘fcccrunt.’ Dr liapiif/KO E^b 7 ]icry)r/:}yC^^,yy . iHo, rSi. Vide 
Budoei M ftel. Sac. T(jm. III. p. 7,27 5. Lometeri Dc Dei, 
l.pjdrnL Sy Cap. XXVjl. Zutjih. 1701;. ai;d Mr. Ro’UX- 
SOn’s li'jff'rv of BaDifW’t }>. 41 S — 421. f In Mr. ToMliE^’s 
J:ttiijra:doboD!jni,Vi\xi JI-p* 15. 


^ churc4i-. 
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‘ church-ftate that v/as built thereon, was utterly ta^ 

^ ken azvay — ^Upon the removal therefore of this cove- 
nant, and the church-ftate founded thereonj all duties 
‘ oj worjhip and churef) privileges ivere aljh taken away\ 

‘ the things fuhjiilutcd in their roomss^EiNO totally 
‘OF ANOTHER KIND — The privileges of this [an- 
‘ cient] church-covv.naat were in thcmfelvcs carnal 
‘ only, and no wny f]:)iritual, but aj they were typical ; 

‘ and the duties prefcribc^ in it were burdenfomc, yea, 

‘ a yoke intolerable — At the coming of the Meffiah 
‘ there was not one church taken away, and another 

* fet up in the^room thereof ; but the church continued 

fame in thofe that were the children of Abraham 
According to the faith^.’ — The fame author, 

^ when arguing againft the temporal fupportof Chrif- 
tian minifters by the jjayiiient of tithes, very juftly 
fays: ‘ The change made in the way of maintenance,, 

‘ pretended fo difadvantageous unto minifters of the 
‘ gofpel, is no other but a part of that unlverfal alter^ 

‘ ation^ wherein carnal things are turned into thofe 
‘ that are more fpi ritual, which the brings 

‘ ingin of the kingdom of Chrifl. And if minifters may 
‘ complain that they have by the Gofpel loft the for- 
‘ mer allotment of facred olEcers in tithes,^ the people 
‘ may as well complain that they have no»inheritanccs 
‘ in the land of Canaan. But he is unworthy the 
‘ name cf a minifter of the gofpel, who 1 % not fatisfied 
‘ with what our Lord hath ordained in every kind. 

‘ And as for thofe who indeed think better of what 
‘ was iji ufe in JuJaifin or rieathenifm, than what is 
‘ v/arra!ite3 by the Gofpel, I fhall not debate the mat- 
‘ ter with them. •Wherefore as yet I judge, that the 

* taking of the maintenance of facred minifters from 

K-r^/re of >7 C‘S'>. CJ'\ ch ar.dhs (7ox’..p. 25, a 6. On Fp'Ji.. 
fo tbj ikb.. Vol. 1. iix'vi'citat. Vi. § 6. 

‘ tbft 
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* the law of a carnal commandiTient, enforcing of it, 

* charging it on the grace and duty of the church, is a 
^ perJeSiive alteration^ becoming the spiritualitv 

* AND GLORY OF THE KINGDOM OF ChRIST A 
ftifficicnt anfvver, this, to all thiit is urged againfl: us, 
on the ground of our fentiinents rcprcfcnting the 
Chri Ilian GEconomy as lefs favourable rcfpedling the 
privileges of infantSjthan the Jevvifh D.Tpcnfcition was. 
—In another of his ufeful publications, he fays : ‘ I'his 
^ is certain, that [the] kingdom of Chrill in the worlds 
‘ fo far as it is external and vifiblc, coiifiils in the 
^lawsha hath given, the injlituilous he ehath^ appoint- 
*ed, the rule or polity he hath prcfci ibed, with the dt* 
‘ ohfervance of them. Now ail thefe do make, confti- 
*tute, and are the church-ftate and v/orfliip enquired 

* after. Wherefore, as Chriit always hith, and ever 
‘ will have, an invilible kingdom in this world. In the 
‘ fouls of elecl believers, led, guided, ruled by his Spi- 

* rit; fohe will have a vifiblc kingdom alfo, confift- 
‘ingin a professed, avowed subjection unto 
‘ the laws of hh word f/ 

Dr. Snape, in the liangorian Controverfy, having 
faid; ‘ I'he unconverted cf all denominations, 

‘ Jews, Turks, and Infidels — are all wuhin the bor- 
‘ ders of [Chrift’s ] kingdom Dr. VV'fiiTBY replies, 
‘ Thus Cliriil’s kingdom is not only oj theworla^ but 
‘ includes ali-thc kingdoms of the world — I he devil, 
‘ when he ihovvcd him all the kingdoms oj the worlds 
‘ fhov/cd him only his own dominions — Let me afk the 
‘ Doctor, v/hr.t :.:ncdom Clirift h:ith, .v.ure he hath not 

‘ onefubjeat/ontoifiy ^uchcalcm;esa,K/^.^V^/«/;^ he jhouLl 
‘ rei'rn over thcni ? Or what kind iubjects they are, 
‘ who will not own him to be Iving at all ? Or what 

* On/b'' T.!'>jh to t\' II h. Vo]. IH. j>. 1 2S. f Fmq ihy into 
tbc Or/^* Fut. thuLthciy p. 109. 

‘ King 
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‘ King is he over them to whom he hath not given 
‘ one law *?* 

To thefe quotations I will fubjoin the teftimony of 
my opponent ; who tells us that, in the kingdom of 
Chriftj^the yoke of Mofaic ceremonies [is] re?novedy 

* and a fpiritual woifhip introduced.’ In his Letter to 
Mr. David Levi, healfo fays: ^ The Apoftles in- 

* culcated the ahoUJIment of th^ Mofaic Difpenfa- 

* tionf.’ — This vve ch(ferfully grant; and his lan^ 
giiage fiiggcfts Hhe idea of a total ahcUtijn^ fo far as 
relates to thapofitive rites ami privileges included in 
that Difp^’nfati'on. But if it be a fact, that the National 

of the Mofiic church is transferred to the king- 
'^doin of Chrilf ; tliat th ere is no dijfercnce between the 
proper fubje^ls of this kingdom, and the members of 
that church ; that an c^tei^nal covenant, various de- 
grees of relative holi nefs, and ceremonial purification 
by water, yet exiif — if it be a fadf, that Gentile pro- 
felytcs, with their infants, were admitted into the Jew- 
ifli churcli by baptif?fi^ and that this warrants a finiilar 
practice under the Chrlftian CEconomy ; and, filially, 
if, like the Jews of old, perfons who have been bap- 
tized, though yet in their fins, be authorized to call 
Jehovah their God^ and thcmfelvcs his people^ as our 
author maintains; how can the Mofaic JDifpenfation 
be confidered as aholifoed^ while fb many of its pecu- 
liarities arc continued, and flourish in alhthjeir vigour ^ 
Various of thefe peculiarities, it is manifeft, entered 
into the effence of that Difpenfation ; and, therefore, 
if they ftill exift, its abolition can be no more than 
partial. But if fo, my opponent, when he ‘ takes an- 
< other turrp with wsj muft be fo kind as to ‘ fiiow his 

* Anfivrr wvls Suomi Let ter 25,26. f Vol. 

J. 257^ Abrufgemtnt ef Dr. OwEN.c>?/ the Heb. Vol. I. p. 359. 

3 ‘ opinion,* 
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* opinion/ ho%v much of that ancient CEcononiy i$ 
aboliftied, and what part of it remains in force. 

Dr. W., belnn; profefiedly a protcftant Diflcnter, is 
aware of an objection to the courfc of his argument, 
refpefting the vifible kingdom or cluirch of Chrift j 
which objeftion he flatcs and anfvvcrs in the follow- 
ing manner. ^ If the above prophecies [on which he 

* had argued] refer national convcrfwn^ does not 
^ that lead to naiional chtircf)es ? And what then be- 
^ comes of the Dillenling and Congregational plan? 

‘ I reply, that a National Eftabliftmenr, if well or- 
‘ DERED, appeals more agreeable lo the proplietij^^j- 
^ pafliigcs we have been conridering than the Antipsc-. 

* dobaptiil plan ; nay more agreeable to the gcnei al 
^ tenor of Revelation. I fiy^ av// ovdered'y for, in the 

< prefent cafe, the qiieftioii is' not how' they avcy but 
^ how they may he ellablillied. Nor cioes there appear. 
‘ any irreconcilable difference between a National 

* Eflablifynent ^?z//CoNGRr.GATlON al DifeipJine 
~'rhc following exclamation of my opponent will 
here apply; ^ Ailoniibing language. from a Britifh 
‘divine, a Protestant Dissenter f !' 

National EjlahUJJjnumt^ and Congrega- 
tional / i/yiv'/jZ/V/i* / ‘ Wonders never ccafc,’ and ^ 

‘ tent myfiencs’ abound ! A myllcry, this, not only to 
me,butrdfoto perfons much wifer than I. Nay, there 
is reafon for llrong fufpicion that it is a'myftery to all, 
except our author : fo that unlefs he ‘take another turn 

< with us,* and further ‘ (how his opinion/ there is too 
much ground of apprehenfion that the wonderful fe- 
cret will die with him. That Dr. Owen was not 
acquainted with it, feems highly probable from the 
following words: ‘ I'here is but one fort of churches 

* Vcl. J. 273. t VoI.II. 377. 


‘inftitii- 
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‘ iriftituted by Chrift and his Apoftles ; but nat'mial 
■‘and parochial [much more, then, Congregational] 

‘ churches differ in whole kind^ and therefore can-* 

‘ not both of them be ctf a divine original In an- 
other of his works he fays: ^ Our firfl: enquiry being 
^ concerning what fort of perfons our Lord Jefus Chrili: 

^ requircth and adntittcth to be the vifble fuhjedls of 
‘his kingdom, we are to be regulated in our deter- 
‘ miiKition by refpeft unt^ his lionour, glory, and die 
‘holinefsof his rule. To reckon fuch perfons to be 
the fubjedfs of Chrift— who would not be tolerated, 

‘ at leaft not ajjproved, in a well governed kingdom or 
‘,^nmon(vcalthof the world, is highly difhonourable 
‘ il-ito him. But it Is fo cctne to pafs^ thaty let men be 
‘ never fo notorioufy and fagitioufy wickedy until they 
‘ become the pejis of the ccMh^yet they are cjieemed to 
< BELONG TO THE CHURCH OF ChRIST floVv^bcit, 

‘ the Scripture doth in general reprefent the kingdom 
‘ or church of Chrift, to confift of perfons called faintSy 
‘ fepaj^ated from the worldy with inany other things of 
‘ ail alike nature — And if tlie honour of Chrift were 
‘ of fuch weight with us as it ought to be; if wc un- 
‘ derftood aright the nature and ends of his kingdom, 

^ and that the peculiar glory of it, above all the king- 
‘ doins in the world, confifts in the holinefs^oi its fub- 
‘ jedts, we would duly confider whom we avow to be- 
‘ long thereunto — If there be no more required of any 
‘ as unto perfonBl qualificationsy in a vifible uncontroul- 
‘ able profeftion, to Conftitute them fubjedls of 
‘ Chrift’s kingdom, and members of his church, but 
‘ what is retired by the moft righteous and fevere 
‘ law'S of men to con(J:itut^ a good fubjeef or citizen, 
^ the diftinillon between vlftble kingdoniy and the 

Enquiry into 0) ig* Nut, of EvaiigLlical Churcbes^ Preface, p. 4^. 



Principles of P adohapiifm^ [Chap. VI, 
^ kingJdms of this worlds as unto the principal caiifcs 
^ of it, IS UTTERLY LOST — Regeneration is exprefsiy 

* required in the gofpel, to give a right and privilege 
^ unto an entrance into the dhurch or kingdom of 
^ Chrift^ whereby that kingdom of his rs diftinguifh- 

* ed from all other kingdoms in the world, unto an 

* intereft wherein never any fuch thing was requir- 
‘ ed — Thus Dr. Isaac Chauncy : ^ The found- 

* ation part of a viilble chiLich, is the credible profef 

* fion of faith and holinefs f/ — Such, in the laft cen- 
tury, were the principles of thefi Congregation- 
al Picdobaptifts, relative to the vlfible church of 
Chrifl: ; and ‘ plump againft’ oiir author. — MocI}^r;\ 
Independents alfo teach, that the Lord Mc fliah lias 
not left a concern of fuch importance as the conftitu- 
tionofhis churches undrtei'mincd ; but directed his 
Apoftles to leave in their writings a pattern^ accord- 
ing to which it was his pleafure all his churches ia 

* future ages fhould be formed. That the lirft churches 

* were Conoregatlonal or Independent; and that every 
‘ other plan [is] unfcriptural, and a prefumptuous de- 
‘ viation from the declared will of the ‘Lord J/ 

Nay, even Mr. John Newton, though a minis- 
ter in the National Kftablilhraent, and though he re- 
prefent thc^ vifiblc church of Chrift, taken in ^the 

* large extent, as comprizing all who call themfclves 
^ by his narrtc, and who profefs to receive his gofpel;’ 
yet fays, this nominal church ‘ is not Ihe proper fub- 
‘jeci: of Chrift’s government, as he is the king of 
‘faints: — for his kingdom is a fpiritiial kingdom^ 
‘ which none can underlland — and his rufeis afpiri-- 
« tual rule^ which none eg, a receive or obey, until 
‘ born from above, and / made new creatures by 

^ I'rveRature of a Goffer I Church and 7/5 Gov, Chap. 1. 

I XJl fupray Preface. J Dr. Mayo’s Apology a7id Sbie/d, p. 68. 

* ‘ the 
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the power of his Spirit — As for the unregeiieratei 
^ they arc a mere caput mortuum^ differenced from the 
‘ world which lies in wickednefs, in nothing but a 
^ name How, thdn, can they be confidered as be- 
ing at all the fubjeils of our Lord’s dominion, ex- 
cept with regatd to kis common Providence — that- 
Providence which extends to all mankind ? 

The fubfequent language of^Dr. Goodwin is 
much to our purpofe. 3 * If it be faid, that — ^v.’heri 
‘ churches fliould multiply to a nation^ then the go- 
^ vernment [of them] is to be fuited unto that nation, 

^ vs fiidh We reply, firlt, When we fee whole na- 
'^Oiis truly Chrijiian^ an anfwcr is to be given. Se- 
‘vradly] God law it Vv’culd fall out otherwife v/ith 
^ his ffints in the New Teibimcnt, that they would 

hill be redeemed out uqiious ; therefore ftill fuited 
^ his government to his own defign. Thirdly 5 If in 
*■ his Providence he forefaw the nations, being turned to 
‘ him, fhouIJ have an anfv^x'rable government as the 
‘ Jews had, he would have given rules aiifwerable f •’ 
— Hence it is evident, that though Dr. Good wi NT 
had made Chriftian churches and their gov eminent 
the fubjecl of his clofe attention, yet he had no idea of 
natlciid churches being warranted by the New Tes- 
tament. Much lefs had he karjied iQk connedl the 
idea of a National church and Cou^rrgational govern- 
ment; which, to Dr. W., is quite famiiiar. Yes, it 
would, be caij^ for him to ‘ Ihovv Ins opinion,’ for in- 
jhince, how the Church of England, which is confi- 
dered as confi firing of nearly ten iJ.cuJand parilhcs, 
might be •governed on the Congregational plan, and 
by the fame kind df dif^plinc as that which is excer- 

* In Dr. M \ VO, ?// p. ic ', 105. f Co^Jcrrv:eni of 
fJ:-'rdes oj'Cbiljl^ U. J. Chap. x. p. b'«;. 

U cifcd 
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cifcd in his own Independent congregation. But, for 
this dtfideraium^ this arcanum in ecclefiaftical polity, 
the public muft be contented to wait, until he ‘ take 
^ another turn^ with the Baptift«. 

Excellent as our author’s latent plan of a National 
church, under Congregational government, may be in 
his own efteem \ there is reafon to fufpeft, that the 
difcipline mull be very different from that which is 
required in the Nenv Teftament, and of a coercive 
kind. Relative to this particular, when defcribing 
the primitive difcipline ofChriftian churches, and the 
confeqiient corruption of it, Dr. Owen fays : ^ As the 

* rule of the church, in thofc by whom it is Ixercif^^ 
*is mtxcXy minijlcrlal^ with refpe£l unto the authority 

* of Chriil, his law', and the liberty of the church, 

< wherewith he hath made it free; fo in its nature it 

* is fpiritual^ purely and orfIy.''So the Apoftle affirms 

* exprefsly, 2 Cor. x. 4 , 5 , 6 . For it^ohjeSi is fpiri- 

< tual ; namely, the fouls and confciences of men, 

* whereunto it extcndf., which no other human power 

< doth : nor doth it reach thofe other concerns of men, 

* that are fubje£l unto any political power. Its end 

* is fpi ritual ; namely, the glory of God, in the guid- 
^ance and direilion of the minds and fouls of men, to 

* live unto him, and come to the enjoyment of him. 

^ The law of^it is fpi l i tual ; even the word, command, 

^ and diredlion of Chrift himfelf alone. The a^s and 

* excerclfe of 'it — are all fpiritua), merely and only. 
^Neither can there be an inftan.ee given of any thing 

< belonging unto the rule of the church that is of an- 

< other nature. . Yea, it is fufficient eternally to ex- 
f elude any power, or exercife of it, any aft of rule 
« or government, from any imfereft*in church affairs; 

‘ that it can be proved to ht darnal^ political^ dcfpotical^ 

external operation^ or not entirely fpiritual— The 

‘ change 
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^ change of this government of the church, fell out 
^ and was introduced gradually, upon an advantage 
^ taken from the unmeetnefs of the people to be lead 

* under this fpiritual rule. For the greateft part of 

* them that made up Chriftian churches, [which muft? 

‘ neceflarily be the cafe with my opponent’s Nation* 

‘ al churches, whether under Congregational, or any 
‘ other form of government,] being become ignorant 
^ and carnal; that rule which confifts in ^ fpiritual in^ 
^Jiuence on the consciences of meriy was no way a- 
‘ ble to retain them within the bounds of outward 
^^obedie^ce, f^^hich was at laft only aimed at. There 

* was, therefore, another kind of rule and government 
‘jucfg^gd neceflkry to retain them in order or.dccorum. 

And it muft be acknqwledgcd, that where the mem* 

‘ bers of the church a^e ifot in feme degree fpiritual^ 

^ a rule that is merely fpiritual will be of no great ufe 
‘ unto them 

Let us now hear Mr. Tow good, who is pro- 
nounced by our author, ‘ no mean writer f This 
Dijfenting Gentleman^ when adreffing himfelf to Mr. 
W HITE, fpeaks as follows. ‘ Your notion of our be- 
‘ ing true fnembers of the Church of England^ de jure, 

‘ though ws are not., and will not be^ de facSlo, is a re- 
‘ finement indeed, and quite furpafles my comprehen- 
‘ lion. I thought it entered essentially into the 
‘ idea of a ch^rch^ that it is a fociety of volunteers^ a 

* company] oined together in certain a(9:s andprofeflions 
^ by common confent ; and that, without, much It fs 

* againft,hisown agreementand confont, no man could, 

* with truth, be a 27i€?nher oi any church, AI! psr- 
‘ fons living in Clfriftej\^om, may be faid to owe Jefus 

. 7 rue Nature of a Gufpd Cthurch md its Govern, p. 163, 164. 
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*' Clw*i ft obedience and fuhmiffioh, with infinitely great- 
^ er reafon than all the people of Kngland can be 
^ faid to ov/c it to the Church ; but does it therefore 
^ follow that they are all, dc jur^^ if they will not be 
^ de fa^o^ true members of the church of Chrift ? 

* What, thofe who openly renounce Chrift, declare 

* him an im{X)fter, and utterly difavow obedience and 
^ fubjeiStion to liim^ can fucli, with any truth or pro- 

* pricty, be ftyled trv^ immbcrs of his church ! Strange 
^divinity indeed^*!* — Yes, it^'‘ is really ftrange; yet 
inamfeftly iiicluded in Dr- W.’s notions rcfpecting 
relative holinefs, the vifiblc Gofpd church, and 
National churches ! 

Let us now Ihc, whether, with regard to this parti^ 
Cular, as well as in other things, our author b*j ‘ not 
inconfiftenr with himfclf. l‘|ius he fpeaks: ‘The 
‘ GofpeJ church is a fcle^*hok\y of people of which 
Chrift is the head, and each perfon of which it is 

* conipofed is a member f.’ But how can this apply, 
cither to his idea of the vifibie church at large, or to 
one that is national ? Suppofing all the inhabitants of 
England and Wales, for inftance, to be what he calls 
a 'wcU ordcrid National church, and under Congrega^ 
iional government 5 yet it could not apply, without 
confounding the dnirch and the zvorldy the members 
of Chrift and the chlidrcn of Satan. — He tells us, 
that Chrift ‘ cxliibits himfelf — us a complete cove^ 
^nant head, tochis vljiblc church, and thcrewitha cor- 
^refpondent communion J,’ But docs our Lord ex- 
hibit hiiTiidf to be what he is mt Y Or, is he a covc^ 
nanthcad to vvh(dc nations, as fuch ? Or, have thofe 
who are enemies to his grace and government*, any com^ 
munhn with him ? Now, if ^hc aifirmative of thefe . 

( 

* lYipfivt from fhr Ch/fVfh of YmdtOhl p. 130. 

f VoL J. 40;, .jo'j. J Vol. J- i:.:. 
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particulars be abfurd, my opponent is not far from be- 
ing ‘ plump againft’ himfelf. — Again : Mr. Morrice 
having reprefented oije of the fpeakers in his dialogue 
Oil Social Religion as complaining, that ungodly per- 
foils could perceive little or no diftcrcnce between 
members of churches and thcrtilelves 3 Dr*^V.has 
the following Note upon it, ‘ Would to God that^ 

* this were not a prevailing evil:' in the preient Jay^ 

‘ when ibe world and t}}c churches of Cbriji are so 
‘ DANGEROUSLY INTERMIX!* ! May he whofe fan is 
‘ in his hand, by his word and Spirit in his churches, 
^^feparat« the? ch a fj' ivom the wheat — Little did I 

upon my firli reading of this Note^ that the 
refpel^ble Annotator would plead for Predubaptifin 
on the ‘principle here ojipoLd !— -a principle, which 
adlualiy confounds th(j church of Chrilf, with the 
world that lies in wlckednefs — a principle, which leads 
us to confider the world, wherever Chriftianity is pro- 
felled, though in its nioft corrupt Rate, as abforbed by 
the church. Yet fo it is! for Pacdobaptiirn rnufl: be 
fupported, whatever become, either of Cengregation- 
al tdiiirchcs, or of confiftency ! 

Dr. W., I obferve, often and ftrenuoiifly pleads for 
the right of infants to baptifm, on the ground of their 
previous memherfinp in the vifible church ; and yet 
frequently fpeaks of tlieir being introduced into that 
fame church, by baptifm. With rcg.ird to former y 
his language is; ‘ So far is [baptifm J from faving a 
‘ foul, ex opere operato^ tlir^t it does not even conjlitute 
‘ a vinble fubjeft or member, but only recognize one 
c — liaptifin b^eing the fcal of God, [is] to be applied 
‘ to :dl tlie fubjccixj of ihe vifible gofpel kingdom — It 
‘ is. fux^iclent [for fpecial memberfhip, that perforis} 

# Social Religiony^. 71 . 
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* have been recognized general church-mcmbers by 

* baptifm — In reference to baptifm we may fay, it 

* longs to the firft [degree of memberftip,] but makef 

* the fecoiid with many othet things of a fimilar 
kmd, — Refpeiling the latter^ he fays ; ‘ It [baptifm] 

* is a folemn recognition of the litnefs of the baptized 

* to be a fubje<St of that kingdom [of ChriilJ — God— 

* ufes and dignifies this ordinance for the purpofe of 

* dijplaying his wondeiful condefcenfion and grace to 
^ every fubjecS, introduced through this avenue inta 

* the vifihlc Chrifiian kingdom — Baptifm — includes a 

* relative change of ftatc ; thereby the fubje£l,is tranf- 

* lated, niinifterially, from a ftate cf dirtance to 

‘ ofneHrnefs; is feparated from the world and fa 
‘ the uni^erfcil church — We contend that baptifm is 
Vthe rite of admijfon into tlie univerfal chuVeh of 
^ Chrift, or general body of Chriftians— The ceremo* 

‘ ny of admijfion into the church is indeed altered by 
< our Lord’s pofitivc authority, Profelyte all nations 
^ BAPTIZING and in many other places he 
fpeaks to the fame cflect. 

But how, in the name of confiftency, are thefe 
tilings to be reconciled ? According to my opponent, 
the perfoas of whom he fpeaks, whether adults or in- 
fants, are the. fubjedls of our Lord’s kingdom — are 
members of the vifible church 5 and, therefore, (hould 
be baptized. . On the other hand, they are fitted to 
he fubjetfts in that kingdom — to be joined to the vifi- 
ble church, or to be admitted into it \ and, confequent- 
ly, are entitled to baptifm ! — Thefe inanifeft inconfift- 
cncies Dr. W. endeavours to harmonise, by the ufc 
of feveral diftinftions relativc/to church-memberlhip, 
of which he makes three degrees. But why, it may 

Vol. I. 122,220,368,409. See ulfo p. 293, 300. t ^^ 1 * 
I. 122, 129, 220, 367. Vol. 11. 232. 
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Chap. VI.] as maintained hy Dr. TV. 
be juftly^ alked^ is not the' gradation in church meiti*^ 
berfliip equal to that in relative holinefs, for which he 
fo earnefti y pleads, apd of which he makes jive degrees 
befides an ct catcra ? He might, indeed, with equal 
countenance from the Chriftian CEconomy, have 
made jifty : and with regard to his jirjl degree of 
church-niemberftiip, it is, if I miftake not, equally 
v/ithout foundation. Relative fio that, however, he 
fpcaks as follows; ‘ PeiTons are often called church^^ 

‘ members in this controverfy, when they are fo only 
‘ de jure^ or quoad dehitum. And in this fenfe wc re- 
all adults before baptifm, who nevcrthelefs may 
‘^Ke'jj^fully baptised. The infant children of pro- 
^ fci5 Chriftians, thofe of our opponents not except- 
‘ ed, we alfo regard as^ church-members in the fame 
* fenfe, though not baptized. And we cannot but 
‘ confider this circumftance with pleafure and grati- 
‘ tude, that there is one degree of church-memberfhip, 
‘ that which is quoad which it is out of the 

‘ power of men to deprive them of 

Perfons^ in this conti'overfy^ are often CAtLf:i> 
ehurch-^mernbers. Yes; without them to be 
fo. For Paedobaptifts to call the perfons to whom he 
refers members of the Chriftian church, is one thing: 
for the Apoftles to reprefent them in that light, is an- 
other. It, therefore, behoves Dr. W. to evince the 
latter, before, his diftindlion deferves regard . — Are of^ 
ten called in this .controverfy. True; and not in 
any othery that I recollect. But the exigences of Pae-' 
dobaptifm are fo great, as to require diftinftions that 
are hardly evcr.ufed on any other fubjeft, and every 
afliftance that carfbe procured.. 

Perfons are called church^nicmlersy when they arefi 
inly DE JURE. Then the denomination is a grofs mif» 
Vol. I. 40S. 
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nomer : for while it regards dejure^ it exprelTes de fatt% 
As well might Dr. W. have fold \ All the Negroes 
in our Weft Indian Iflands are freemen^ being fo dc 
jure ; — and we cannot but confider this circumftancc 
with pleafure arui gratitude on behalf of thofe oppreft- 
cd follow-mortals, that though they are the moft per- 
fe£l flaves upon earth, there is one degree of perfonal 
and civil freedom, v;h.ich it is out of the power of 
their ctucl mafters to dcprivc^thcm of. 

Dr. W. adds : ^ 7^he propriety of their being dc- 

• nominated incmhcrs of the church— -arifes hence, 

* That they adlually poflefs the qualifications of mem- 

• bers, and therefore are ferm the Divine 

‘ and ought to be fo in ours, though, quoad evi Aumy 

* they mf.y never be bapti^^ed But do tviey not> 
on his principles, adfually polTcfs equal qualifications 
for baptipriy though unbaptized? Why, then, may 
we not fay ; As they aifually poflefs the qualifica- 
tions for baptifm, they arc, in the Divine eftimadoii, 
baptized j and oughi to he fo in ours, though, quoad 
iventumj they may never be baptized. Never, furely, 
did ‘ the logical woi Id’ behold a more excellent argu- 
ment ! — Or, according to the preceding illuftration, 
thus: The propriety of denominating the enflaved 
Negroes freemen^ arueccdeiit to their being legally re- 
cognized fucli,, arifts h::nce ; 7'hey, not having com- 
mitted any civil crime, actually poiTefs the qualifica^ 
tions of freemen : and, therefore,, are fiy in the Di- 
vine eftimation, and ought to be fo in ours ; though, 
as to the event, and through the injufticeof their petty 
tyrants, they may die the moft abjccl^ Haves. -rr77Ay 

.prjjffs the C^JALIFICATIONS of fHc^^crs. Theyy who? 
why, according to Dr. W., not only infants, but alfo 
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the vileft profligates upon earth 5 even thofe who, as 
the pefts of fociety, are completely qualified for the 
halter. 

But had our author proved that inuints are born 
mernbers of the viiibie church, it would not thences 
have been infer! hie, independent of :i divine prccepty 
or an apoftolic example, that it is our duty to bap- 
tize them. For, as baptifm is a pofitive iiulitute,^ 
and as the baptifnial ftaVite,ff there be ar.y law’ for 'our 
direction, is the rule of adminiftratijii botli as to mode 
and fubjedt; fo, if iiifantsbe not included in that ffa- 
tutc, they caiinot have any more cl irm to baptifni, 
have to partake at the Lord’s tabic. — Zeal- 
ofi3,4>owever, as Dr. W‘. is for the church-incniber- 
fliip ofNnfants, his view of their privileges Vefulring 
fioru that relation feems^ ir; coinpa; Ifon with the fenti-^ 
ments and conduit of many others, to be very coa- 
traited. P\>r though, according to his ^ opinion/ 
baptized infants arc inverted with /it degrees of mem- 
berlhip, with fev oral degrees of relative he. I inefs, ami 
wnth moral qiulficatims in abunfi.incc \ yet he docs 
not plead, with the Greek Church, tuid with fome of 
our linglifh authors, for Infant corr.nnniicn. Nor 
docs he, that I have obferved, fpcak of iutanfs, though 
}'»oflclling two degrees of churcli-iv.^'.vbcrflilp, and 
conftituting a very conjidcrahle part of the Chrirtiaa 
church, bein^ the proper objeds of niinirtcria! inrtruc- 
tion j as his countryman,, and coa«ljuior in this caufe, 
Mr. Lewelyn does.. For this Gentleman, when 
ad/erting to apoftolic pradllce, tells us; That ‘ixi« 
t — arc the Jhfi clafs of members in the church.. 

^Difcourfeswercdmedledtothem^aud rides given to 
‘ them^ and to parents for them,, how to manage 
^ themfelves and to be lualiaged. And the Apoflles . 
^ ncyer give any diredtions and churdi^ruks to thofe 
U 5 ^-wha 
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are out of the church~The little children are 
‘ csddrejjed as in the church ; and therefore were bap- 
* tizud into it — I may here adopt the exclamation 

of Mr PiRiE ; ‘What grange heads fome men 
‘ have !’ and that of Dr. W. ; ‘ Wonders never 
‘ Ceafc — It muft be admitted, however, that addreff- 
ing niiniftcrial difeourfes to infan1;s, and giving them 
rules of cQndu5l \ is, behaving refpccSfully to them, 
and treating them as members.*' There is, notwithftand'- 
ing, another branch of part oral fervice, to the bene- 
fit of which, as unoffending ‘ members of the firfl: 
‘ rlafs,’ they muft hav^e an undoubted right and th^ 
IS, the adininift ration of the Lord’s fupper. 
as, to affert that ‘ purified’ infants are church-m^nbers 
of the fecond degree ; and yet neither admit them to 
the Lord’s table, addrefs • ont-^ paftoral difeourfe to 
them, nor give them a fingle rule of moral condufl:, 
is extremely far from treating them as members. 

My opponent end^vours to prove, at large, the 
right of inftuits to baptifm, by confidering the divine 
difpenfation of grace from Adam to Noah, from Noah 
to Abraham, from Abraham to Mofes, and from 
Mofes to Chrift For this purpofe he produces a 
multitude of pallages from the Old Teftament — ^from 
the Pentateueh, the Pfalms, and the Prophecies J : on 
which I fhall prefent my reader with the following re- 
hiarks. . " 

By the candid eftimate he forms of our conduft, 
refpefting thofe paffages of Scripture on which we ar- 
gue, he has taught us to confider the texts which he 

DoBr life of Baptifm ^ 94, 95:. Vol. I. 234 — 277* 

J Gen. iii. 15, 21. vi. 18. vii. i. viii. 20. ix. 8, 9*12, 13. 
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produces from the Old Teftament, as cpnftitutin^ 
fome of the JirongeJi evidences in proof of his poinu 
For, when fpeaking of the Baptifts, he cxprefles him- 
felf thus ; ‘ It is to he prefumed tlieir own interejl in 
‘ the debate would prompt them to produce the Jlrong^ 
^ eji^ facred texts*. Strongly, however, as he may 
imagine thefe numerous pafiages are iji favour cf Pae- 
dobaptifm, we. arc not likely to be convinced by them! 
partly, becaufe of his# own important axiom j and 
partly, becaufe of other confiderations, inde[>endent of 
‘ his opinion.’ His own axiowy which is^j ‘As no- 
^ thing flioitld be confidered as an eftablifhed princi- 
€f' faith, which is not in fome part of Scripture 
^ ddli^ered with perfpictnty\ Jo that pcrfpiciiity flmdd 
‘ he fought for principally where the point in qmf^ 

^ tionismojfi rrofess^dly handled.’ This axiom 
I have already commended, as a truly Proteftant prirw 
ciple; and it condemns his own pi'occdure in the pre- 
fent cafe. For, neither our author himfclf, nor any 
one elfc, I prefume, will aflert, that Piedobaptifm is^ 
moji prrfeffedly handled in the Old left ament. But 
be, neverthelefs, by the multitude of pafTages thence 
produced, and by the principles of ancient Judaifm on 
which he argues, kerns principally to feek for it in the 
Old Teftament. It is worthy of the reader’s confider- 
ation, therefore, whether Dr. W., in his own elegant 
phrafe, do jjot here endeavour ‘ to coJlfpcfs the wrejl^ 

‘ ing t’ of thefe texts, for the fervice of Infant fprink- 
ling.— »The condudl of our author, in producing fo 
many pafTages from the writings of {i/Iofcs, of Davidy 
and of the Prophets, . reminds me of an obfervation 
made by Mr. HoUbery, relative to a ceftain writer 
on whom he thus animadverts: ‘We arc next en-^ 

f Vol. I. 369. 
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444'* Principles of Padcbaptifni^ [Chap. VI*. 
‘ countered— with the whole hundred and feventb 
‘ Piklm. And it is well, when his hand was in, that 

* he did not attack us with the whole hundred and 
‘ fifty So we may fay. It is well my opponent 
did not produce the whole Old Tcjrcnnent againft us. 

The conduct of Dr. W., in this rcfpect, is too- 
much like that of Roman Catholics in fupport of their 
fuperftitions, to ohtajn our approbation. With regard 
to the procedure of Papifts^* Mr. Payne fays: ‘ I 

* come now to the New 'reftament, where, if there 
^ be any proofs for the facrifice of the mafs, it is more 

likely to find them than in the Old ; yet they pro-^ 

* duce twice as many more, fuch as they arc, <rf 
‘ that, than this ; and, Wke fomc other people^ ar^Hiofc 
‘ beholden to dark typ^s and obfeure prophecies of the 
^()Id Tefiameiit to makQ.oi|t their principles, than 
^to the clear light of the Gofpel, and to cxxvj plain 

* places in the New : and yet if any fuch do6lrine as 
‘‘this were to be received by Cbriftiansy and if any 
‘ fuch wonderful and elfential part of worfliip were 

* appointed by Chrifi, or tsaught and praftifed by the 
‘ Apoftles, we fliould furely have it more plainly fet 
‘ down in the New 'i^ftament than they arc able to 
^ Ihew it f.’ — Thus aifo Dr. Whitby, when explod- 
ing the worfh^ of images and reliques : ‘ Away witb 
^thofe ignorant fellows, who can derive the piftures 
^ of Chrift J^nd* his Apoftles, no higher than St. Luke 
^ and Nicodemus:. this Theodosius [juft before 
^ quoted] finds them among the writings of the Pro- 
‘phets, as clear as nociirday J.’— Now though I ain« 
fiir from confidering Infant fprinkling as equally 
evil wdth the particulars here' coifdemncd \ yet the 

* T.u-j: ',y ifHo Strip. of ruinre Pmiijh. p. 238. f i’u- 
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principle of reafoning on which the Papifts proceed^ 
and that on which thefe Proteftants confute them, ace 
thofe adopted by Dr. W. and myfelf in the prefent 

cafe. * 

It may to fome perfons appear extremely fingular, 
that mylDpponent (hould fo clearly difcern the right of 
infants to baptifm, in the writings of Aiofes, of David, 
and of the ancient Prophets ; whi^p^ in the whole New 
Teftamenty he cannot perceive the leaft veftige of 
either John, tha Apoftles, or apoftolic men, praftifmg 
iinmerfion. T'he former appears with ftrilcing evidence 
j[^*om the tlwrd of Genefis: but not a ftudow of the 
latter Can he difcern, in the third of Matthew, or the- 
third of John. 'Phat water fliould be fokmnly poured, 
or fpriiilkled upon infantSy is clear as the day, from va-- 
rious prophecies of D^vid and of Ifaiah: but in his 
decided opinion, we hav-e not the leaft intimation fronl 
Luke in the A6is, or from Paul in his Epiftles, of 
either adults or infants being inmerfed in the name of 
the Lord. Thus he exprefles himfelf : * If any pafl^ 

‘ age in the New l^eftament gives countenance to- 
‘ the notion, that dipping was the apoftolic praftic^, 

‘ it is Romaics the fourth [fixthj aiiil fourth 5 to which 
‘is added, Colofllans the fecond ajid twelfth*.’ He 
will not, however, by any means allow, •that cither of 
thefe paftages has in it the leaft reference to immer- 
fion. This is the more lingular, becaufc it is evident 
that ecclefiaftical writers, both Greeks and Latins, 
down from the apoftolic agej that the whole of the 
Greek Church, fiom the higheft Chjriftian antiquity 
to the prcfciit day ; and that learned theological writ- 
ers, a very few exfepted, whether Papifts or Protef- 
tants, in modern times ; have all agreed in acknow-^ 

? YoLIL.Sx. 
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<ledging» that various parts of the New Teftamcnt, 
^ and efpccially the two paflages juft mentioned, bear 
teftimony to immerfion As no author with whom 
I am acquainted is more perfpicacious to difeern, in 
.the 0/rf Teftament, the right of infants to baptifin ; 
and few more ‘ dimfighted,’ with regard to immer- 
, fion, as appearing in the New^ than Dr. W. ; it feems 
,as if, refpefting th,^ former, he * had recourfe to his 
^glafles, and wiped them cLan but that, in regard 
to the latter, he quite neglefted them. — I (hall con- 
clude this particular with a remark or two from Pje- 
dobaptlft authors, refpefting the conduft of certain 
polemical writers. Thus, then, Mr. Gee : ‘•One 

* ought not to wonder that fo great a man as Bel- 

* L ARMINE could bring fuch weak and trifling proofs, 

* where the heft were neceflajy, and all little enough: 

< but it is not Bell armine’s, but his cause’s faultf 
Thus alfo Mr. Horbery : ‘ I know not what thefe 
^ Gentlemen fee, more than other people can : — but I 
« am fatisfied If we were to argue fo on the other fide, 

« — our arguments would be treated with great con- 
« tempt J.’ 

, My opponent, when comparing the baptifm of John 
with Chriftian baptifm, fays : . ‘ There appears no 
mark of difference, in the two inftitutions, as to 
« the action of baptizing — The fame may Be faid con- 
^ cerning t;he qualifications of their rafpeflive fub- 

< je<fts §.’ He further informs us, refpeaing the fub- 
jefts of John’s baptifm ; ‘ That fuch of them as were 

* aeiual finncrs tnadc a general confeffion of their fins 
f and iniquities ; whereas, to ferve the Antipaedobap- 

• Sec Padohap, Exam. Vol. J. Chap, ii— vii. f Prefers, 

ogainji Poptry^ Title VJl, p. 28. J Enquiry into ^crip, 
rf Future Punijh, p. 236. Note. Sec Padobup. Exc^n. ^Vol. II. 
p. 317—320, 335, 336, 416, 417, 418. § Vol L 126. 
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‘ tift caufe^ the narrative [of John’s praftice {hould 
‘prove, that he] baptized no others but thofe who* 

‘ made a perfonal confeffion of their fins. But this—* 

‘ the hiftory of John’s*baptifin I believe will not fup- 
‘ port. What better clue can we fix upon towards 
‘ invcftigating this point, than thofe fcripture paffages 
^ which treat of national and general confeffions of 
‘ fin*?’ In another place he alks ; ‘ Whom does [John] ' 
‘ baptize ? Who were tiie fubje5:s of his extraordi- 
‘ nary purification ? Jerufakm and all Judea^ and all 
^ the region round about Jordan, All the people that 
^fieard him^ ^except the Pharifees and lawyers and 
hance he infers, ‘ that infants were partakers of the 
‘ Heanfing rite with their parents f.’ He fpeaks of 
baptifin'in the time of John, being ‘ univeffally ad- 
< miniftered and yetlie^fays, that ‘ our Lord and 
‘ his fervants, we are exprefsly told, made and baptized 
‘ more difciples than John, though the latter baptized 
‘ fo great a number. How numerous then muft they 
‘ be J P 

How numerous! Not quite fo numerous, perhaps, as 
he thinks proper in this place to reprcfent. For he 
elfewhere tells us ; ‘It does not appear from the iri- 
‘ fpired narrative (however probable from inferential 
‘ reafoning) that any but John bimfelf^w^s engaged 
‘ as OPERATOR in his baptifm §.’ If, then, John was 
the only operator in that pretended national pimfica^ 
tiotiy as appears highly probable, notwithftanding our 
author’s ‘ inferential reafoning f there cannot be any 
juft ground to conclude, that the numbers baptized 
by him. were fo great as Dr. W. imagines. — Befides, 
though John bapiized ' perfons who dwelt in Jerufa- 


Lew xxvi. 40, 41, 42. • 

78^,285. t Vol. 1. 280, 281. 
23 9. § Vol. I. 116. 


I Kings viii. 47 — ^ 3 * Vol, L 
J VulIL 227. Vol, I. 288, 
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lem, in various parts of Judea, and in the country 
Tround about Jordan ; yet there is no reafon to fup- 
pofe that the bulk of the people, in any of thofc places, 
were baptized by him. For if fuch multitudes, as 
Dr. W. feems to think, had been baptized by that ve- 
nerable man ; it would be impofTiblc to conceive of 
our Lord baptlzingy?/ 7 //wrr : except we were to fup- 
pofe, either that a majority of the ivhoh' nation^ 
partly by John, and partly by ‘Chrift, was baptized ; or 
that many of John's ilifciplcs were, by the order of 
Chrift', rchrptized. But of thcle things there is not 
the leaf!: appearance, that I perceive, in the New 
Tcilament. No; there is reafon to conclude ‘that 
few, conmaratively — that an extremely fmall part of 
the JewilTi people, confitfcrcd at large^ received bap- 
tifrnfrom the hands of John, or from thofe of the A- 
poflles, in the time of our Lord’s pcrfonril minillry. 
For the aportolic pen is very far from teaching us, 
that the difciples of Chrlft, before his afcenfion, were 
numerous Nor is there any juft foundation for us 
to conchulcy tliat the generality of thofe nominal dif- 
ciples who forfook the miniftry of our Lordf had 
been baptized, either by John, or by the Apoflles, at 
our Lord’s command. It is neceiTary, however, to 
fupport the idea of John’s baptifm being a nationaf 
pui ification, that my opponent fhould prove its ad- 
minftration > to* have been much more general than 
any thing in the New T eftament will warrant. 

A NATIONAL confcjfton of fin. Very different from, 
this idea is the following paraphrafe of Dr. Dodd- 
ridge, on Matthew the third and fixth: ‘ Great 
‘ numbers of [the Jews] were brought under very fc- 
‘ rious impreffions by his [John’s] faithful remonftran- 

Afts i. 15.- 1 Cor, XV. 6, f John vi. 66. 

^ ces». 
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* cesj expoflidations, and wiirnings; and thofe that 
‘ were aivakcnedto repentance^w^xt all baptized by him* 
‘ in the rher yordun ; exppeding the convUtions they 
^ vjcre under y byconllSling their fins, and by fubmit- 
‘ ting to this rite, e ngaging themfelves for the future 
^ to reformation and cbedience 

Never did 1 meet vvkli any theological author, and 
erpccially among writers of tlic C^ongrcgational deno- 
mination, v/no applied tfie epithet national in fuch a 
manner as my opponciit does, it is comnioii for thole 
who approve civil cftabliihments of Chriftiajiity, to* 
fpeak of a nat onal churchy a national c reedy a national 
lit^ir^y ; and for ProtcHant Diflenters to adopt thofe. 
phrafes with reference to the Englifh Eftablifhinent 
of religion. But Dr. V/., though profeffcdly of the 
Congregational dciioriiiL*iUj’n, fpcaks witlt confidence 
of a national confession of finy as connedted 
’^ith John’s ba^itifin ; of that rite being a geyieraly or 
national, purification v oinationai conversions- 
to Chriftianity ; aryJ of national church ESi — yes,, 
and of national churches too, under Congrega- 
tional difipline! Strange, that an author whofe 
‘ opinion’ is ‘ tinged’ wdth fo many yiational ideas, is 
not profefledly a member of fomc national church ! 
Such arc the exigences of Infant fprinkling, however,, 
that, if it be well fepported, all thefe national notions 
muft be admitted by our Independent JBreiliren !~I 
have, indeed, *long confidcred Pieclobaptiim as incon- 
fiftent with ChrilHan churches of the Congregation- 
al form, and as eiicatbl to National churches ; but 
had not oifr author ‘ iliown his opinion,’ I might not, 
perhaps, have belaid that particular in fo ftrong a 
liglxt. For had it not been that Piedobaptifm natu^ 

* See :ilfo PoLi IJengelii GfiOmcnemy and IlLNuy, 
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rally leads to National churches, and that, where con- 
^fiftency prevails, the principles of Paedobaptifm necef^ 
farily in churches of that fort; a refpedtable Con^ 
gregationalijl^ and one who is by feme efteemed a 
‘ champion^ for Infant fprinkling, would fcarcely have 
argued as my opponent docs. I cannot help conclud- 
ing, therefore, that none bift the Baptijl principles 
are confiftent with Congregational churches, and the 
government which is propel for them, as deferibed in 
the New Teftament. In this opinion it is highly pro- 
bable I (hall continue, till Dr. W, publifli his plan of 
a National church under Congregational government. 

j1 national confejfion of fin. But had there been 
fuch a confeflion, as oppofed to one that was perfonaly 
and had that been fufficient for the baptifm of John ; 
on what ground, or with what propriety, did he rejeft 
any of the Jews who applied to him for ^ the rleanfing 
* rite As the Pharifees and lawyers, v/ho were dif- 
miffed by John without baptifm^ conftituted part of 
the Jewifli nation ; they muft, according to Dr. W., 
Save been interefted in that national conftflion of fin 
which was then made : and, confequently, muft have 
* poflefled a claim to the national purification. But if 
fo, how came the venerable Baptlft thus to addrefs 
them! 0 generation ^vipers! who hath warned 
you to flee from the wrath to come ? Bring forth 

THEREFORE FRUITS MEET FOR REPFNTANCE: J^nd 
think not to fay luithin yourfelveSy We have Abraham 
to our father : for I fay unto youy that God is able of 
thefe Jiones to raife up children unto Abraham. And 
now alfo the axe is laid unto the. root of the trees : therefore 
every tree which bringeth not for} h good fruit is hewn 
down and caji into the fire By which it plainly ap- 

* Matt. hi. 7—10. 
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pears that John required, not a national^ but a perfonm 
al confeffion of fin, attended with fuch difpofitions 
and condudl as evinced repentance, before he corifi- 
dered them as proper fubjedls of that baptifm which 
he adminiftered. Whereas, on our author’s hypo- 
thefis, John baptized thofe who, on the ground of car- 
nal defeent, thought themfelves the favourites of Hea- 
ven 5 and thofe whom, for their mjjignity of heart, he 
proneunced a generation %f vipers^ Nay, according 
to Dr> W., fuch are the proper fubjeds of Chrijiian 
baptifm : becaufe he maintains, as wc have juft feen^ 
that the qualifications for baptifm are the fame as 
tiiey were then. 

My opponent, when ftating the queftlon h^ means 
to difeufs* relative to the.fubje^ls of baptifm, gives it 
in the following words# ‘Whether it is the will of 
‘-Chrift that parents, fhould endeavour to 

‘ have their children baptized In- another place, 
he exprefleshimfelf thus : ‘To fay, that ?t is of nocon- 
‘ fequence who is baptized, or immaterial ho%u the rite 
‘is performed, without due examination, is incoinpa- 
‘ tible with Chriftian fmcerity f.* In other parts of 
his work, notwithftanding,he evidently pleads for the 
baptifm of infants in general^ and for its being the 
duty of every adult^ in a Chriftian country, to be bap- 
tized. Refpe(5ling infants, he fays : ‘ We have no oh^ 
^ jedlion at to the idea, that all parents, who- 
‘ ever they be, in a Chriftian country, lie under an ob- 
‘ ligation to have their infants baptized J:’ and, with 
regard to adults, he fhows his opinion m the following, 
confident manner.- ‘ Will our author favcu,r us with 
‘ the curious intelligence of any man unbaptizci, in a 

Vol. I, 199. -J- Vol, I. 2,4. 

37 ^. 
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* Chnftian country, on whom it is not incumbent 

* to be baptized ^?’ He acknowledges, however, that 

^ough an oppofir of the gofpel, an InfeJcl^ or an 
idolater^ jKoflefs a claim to baptifm ; yet no miiiifter is 
authorized ‘to impofe it’ upon himf. Such is the 
liberality of his opinion, with reference to the fub- 
pi^s of baptifm ? — As to tlve of adminiftration, he 

fliows himfclf equally liberal, when he fays : ‘ We 
*fhoii!d vary it according to iircianjiances^ and in p]*o- 
‘ portion as dcmonftrable evidence is wanting, refer 
‘ the mode to the private judgment of the perfon 
‘ or perfons concerned J.’ — 'I'lius kindly has he pro- 
vided for the bnptifni of all infants that are born iii a 
Chriftian country, without exception, fupppfing their 
parents defirous to have them clcanfed from'ceremo- 
nial poliution ; and of all knb0U%ed adidts too^ in any 
country where Chriftianity is proftlfcJ, that are wil- 
ling to receive the purifying benefit ! Nay, fo conde- 
fcendiiig, and R) liberal is he of his pretended ptirificG’^ 
tion^ that thofe parents, and thofe adult candidates, may- 
have it adminiiiered juji as they plcajc^* Now, read- 
er, what think you of this ? Is it not ‘ iurious intclli-* 
^ gence?’ Could you have expedled it from a Protef- 
tant Diflenter, and efpccially from one of the Congre^ 
gational denomination? — Never, till 1 read the publi- 
cations of m)' opponent, did 1 hear of the mode of ad- 
miniftration being referred to the privafe judgment of 
any one, whether ‘adminiftrator, or candidate j nor, 
except among the Papifts, did 1 ever meet vviih fuch* 
a latitude refpediing the fubjeds of the ordinance. I 
faid, among the Papijis^ For Mr. Clarkson in- 
forms us, when fpcaking of baptififi and penance, that 

Vol. T. 2c; ^ t Vol. L 396. X -bW on MollRICF.p. 

1 3 T . § See Padobap, Exam. Vol . I . p . 108 — 145. 
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fomc of the Roman Catholics ‘count no difpofition 
* quifite, but only a willingyiefs to receive them*:’ 
and of the fame opinion is J)r. W., in regard to bap- 
tifm. So contrary to which is the avowed fentiment 
of our Congrcgaiioiial Brethren in general, that, were 
it not for his tendernefs toward Paedebaptifts, he 
might have been expeebed to charge them with ‘ ferew^ 

‘ ing" a poiitive inftitute ‘ in the vice of bigotry^^ on 
account of their narrow notions rclf^ccSling the fubjefts 
of his purifying rite. But, guilty as they certainly ^e, 
if his opinion be juft, he has thought proper - to fpaie 
them, and to appropriate that inoft elegantly exprefied 
cenfure to us* Militating, however, in this i\fpc( 5 f, 
ngafnft Independents, as well asagainft us ; it may be 
expeefed that one or another cf them v/ill call' him to 
an account, and inflic;!: the deferred chaftifement, not 
only for this, but alfo fot certain principles that are 
inimical to their Proteftant NonconAn'mity. 

Mr. Hampson, in his narrative of Mi’* J* Wes- 
ley’s Million to America, fays*; ‘ While the fliip 
‘ lay off* Pybee, feveral Indians came on board, fhook 
‘ hands and welcomed them to America. They ex- 
‘ prefled a defire to be inftru6ted, a:; foon as they were 
‘ at liberty from the confulions of war: but added, 
‘ would not he made ChrijUans as the Spaniards 
‘ mahe Cbriftians\ we zvould he taught before we 
‘ are baptized f.’ Conformable to the letter and fpirit 
of our Lord'stbaptifmal ftatute, as the language of 
thefe American Indians* manifeftly was, and rational 
as it muft be cftccmedby Proteftants in gfuieral ; yet, 
having fo mi^ch the appearance of making Jifciples by 
teachingX'i and not by baptizing ; it is evidently in- 
• imical 


* Prai^tica! Dh'ini.y of p. 46. f Lift 

"W^kslkv, J. }’■ 1 7-* Til crunteiiniici' ilic iilta (if 

mdifig wiihout any degree of tcadiii-.g, niy oppfiitnt 

/u • 



45+ Principles of Padobaptiftn^ [Chap. VL 
imical to our author's hj^othefis, and to various of 
thofe capital grounds on which he fupports it. On Dr. 
W.'s principles, there was little reafon for thefe In- 

4 

(Vol. I. 345-) has quoted Mr Poolf/s Continuators, as render- 
ing thofe words of our Lord, Ma^rtvean varrec ra thus : 

* Make (iifi'iples all nations.^ I'here the quotation ends: whereas 
the Commentator immediately adds ; ‘ But that muft be firft by 
< preaching and inftruSiing them in the principles of the Chriftian 
‘ faith.’ — ^Thus alfolv quotes Dr. Doddridge’s vcrfion of tlic 
pairat?;e : Go forth therefore and proselyte all the nations of 

earthf But he gives his reader no intimation of the Doflor 
having faid, in his Note on the place ; ‘ 1 render the word 
‘ fM^fjTEveraTt p'Cf^filyie^ that it may be duly diflinguijhed from 
‘ ^n«47Ko>Ti?, tiwhing (in the next verfe) wirh which our Ver- 

* fion confounds it. The /omn' feems to import inflrtifiign in 
‘ the ellentials of religion, which it was neerffary adult porfoiis 
‘ Ihould.know and fubmit to, before they could regularly be ad- 
^ mitted to baptifm: the latter may relate to thol’c 'more parti- 
‘ cular admonitions in rcgarjl to Chriftian faith and practice, 
‘which were to be built on that foundation.’ Peedobap, 
Exam. Vol. ]I. p. 169 — >282. — To the tcftimonics from Paedo- 
baptills there produced, I will here add the following. Bifliop 
Newcome : ‘ I fuppofe it granted, that Jefus w/ make 
‘ difciplcs without injirntling them in the nature of his kingdom.’ 
Duration of our Lord's MiniJirVy in Reply to Dr. P k l ESTLEY, p. 5 8. 
Dub. 1780. — -Dr. G. Campbell: * Co, thertforey and Co's ~ 
‘VERT all the nations y bapli'zing them in' the name of the Falhry 

* and fo on. There are nianifeltly three things which our Lord 

‘here diftiu6tly enj(jirvs his Apollles to execute, with regard tp 
‘ the nations ; to wit fji,a 5 n 7 tvtt¥y jS«7rTi^*ir, that is, to 

‘ convert thci^i to the faith, tt) initiate the converts into the church 
‘ by baptifm, and to inftruft the baptized in all the duties of the 
‘ Chrillian life.’ Four Gofpels, and Note on the place.— Dr. T. 
Gibbons : perfon may be called a difdple or. fcholar, who 

‘ well underftands what his tutor has taught him, and well 
‘ knows what arc his maxims, Ictorcs, and fo on. But may 
‘ not he alfo with dill greater reafon be ftiled the difciple or feho- 
‘ lar of another^ who — imitates and rcfemblcs his mafter, and 
‘ forms his heart, and life, and maxims, accordiAg to his exam- 
‘ pie ? I fuppofe Pythagora!^ and Socrates would hardly 
‘ have called that perfon their difciple y\i\\o did not drive to imi- 
‘ tatethem, as well as to imbibe their precepts. In like man- 
^ ncr, I call him a difciple of JefusChrid, who is formed according 
‘ to his Maderin difpofition, convcrfation, and behaviour.’ iVr- 
ptons on E*vangclical and Frafikal Huhjeds^ VoL I. p. 380. 
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dians to have qiieftioned the propriety of receiving 
baptifm immediately, provided they had been inclined 
fo to do: becaufe, according to him, the moft luicivil- 
ifed Pagans poflefs tlip neceflary degree of relative 
holinefs, and of moral qualifications, for the admira- 
bly cleanfing rite ; fo that nothing more was requifite, 
except a profejfed willingmfs to receive it. 

In oppofition to our author’s decided opinion con- 
cerning adult fubje6ts of baptifm, whether as admi- 
niftcred by John, or by Ch^-iftian minifters; I will pre- 
fent my reader with fome quotations from a triumvi- 
rate of eminent Paedobaptifts. Thus, then, Mr. Pre- 
fident Edwai^ds: ‘ In order to a man’s being pro- 
^ petly faid to make a profeffion of Chriftianity, there 
^ mull undoubtedly be a profcfiion of all that i» necef- 
‘ fary to his being a Chviftian, or of fo much as be- 
*• longs to the eflence of Ghflftianity. Whatfoever is 

< elTential in Chrijilanity itfelf^ the profelfion of that 

< is eflential in the profejfion of Chriftianity, The 
^ profelfion muft be of the thing profelTed — As to thofc 

< things that Chriftians fhould exprefs in their pro- 
‘ felfion, we ought to be guided by the precepts of 
^ God’s word, or by fcriptural exajriples — Thus they 
* ought to profefs their repentance of fin: as of old, 
‘ when perfons were initiated as profeflbrs, they came 
‘ confejfing their fins^ mamfejiing their humiliation for 

< fin. Matt. iii. 6. And the baptifm they were bap- 
‘ tized with, Vjjas called, The baptifm of repentance^ 
« So the apoftle Peter fays to the Jews, Repent and be 
‘ baptized: which fliows, that repentance is a qualifica^ 
^tion that muft be vtfible in order to* baptifm \ and 
^ therefore ought to bepubhcly profeffed — This profef- 
' fion of repentance fhould include or imply, a profef- 
^ fion of convi£lion that God would be juft in our 

damnation— They Ibould profefs their fiiith in Jefus 

‘ Chrift, 
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*. Cbrifl', and that they embrace Chriit, and rely 
^ upon him as their Saviour, with their whole hearts, 
‘and that they do joyfully entertain the gofpel of 
‘ Chrift. Thus Philip, in order to baptizing the 
‘ Eunuch, required that hefhould profefs that he be-- 
Sieved with all hh heart : and tliey that were re- 
^ ceived as vifible Chriftians — at the clay of Pente- 
^ cofl:, appeared gladly to receive the gojpsl'^d 

Dr. Owen: ‘ Cum autem jam appropinquaverit 
‘ regnum coelorum, Johannes, qui miflliseftad paran- 
‘ dam viam Domini, verani reiiplfcentiam, hoc eft, ;y- 
‘ nofeentiam feu veram vitse {aiiftinion-iain, ad introi- 
‘ turn in regnum Dei, ftu ftatuin ecclcfiae Evangcli- 
‘ cum obtineiidum, ncceflariarii prorfus c/Te, ex^^rte 
‘ pronuntiavit. Matt. iii. 2. Porro, cum pluriaii exter- 
‘ Jiis privilegiis, quibus virtute carnalis propagations 
* c ftirpe Abraliamica in Ecclefia Jiidaica gaudebant, 

‘ fc efferebant, plauiflime dcjiuntiatnequicquameisilla 
‘ profutura, ad part cm alicjuain in regno Chrift i ob- 
‘ tinendam, nififerio resipiscerent. V. 9, 10. Hinc 
^ turribilem admodum Ecclciiic Judaicae tantopere ex- 
‘ optatum ijiuin Mcftije adventum fore olim denun- 
‘ tiarunt Prophetx; quia fcilicct onines veram yc/ip f 
‘ centiarn^fanctitatem-i i^tpiciate?n non aflecutos, penitus 
‘ab ccclefiiAfinibus cflct cxterminatnius;’/^ cecterat* 

Mr. Baxter: ‘ If we muft not baptize any who 
‘ profefs not true rcpcntaiKc, then muft we not bap- 
‘ tize any that profefs not laving faith. But the an- 
‘ tccedent is true, (fpeaking of the adult; concerning 
‘ whom, as the more noble lubjedf, v/e fhall carry oji 
‘ the argumentation for brevity: ftill implying the 
‘ like ncceftity of their profefting faving faith, for 
‘ their children’s baptifin as for their own.) There- 

^ Religious AffeSfions, Part HI. Sign xii. p. 410, 411, 412. 
Boflou. f Thcologoumena) L. VT.Cap. vii. p, 479, 480. n. 
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^ fore, and fo on — Either John’s baptifin and Chrift^s 

* were the fame, as molt of our divines againft the 
^ Papifts maintain — or, if the difFerence be greater 
^ [than fome authors reprefent it,] we may argue d 
^fortiori j If John's baptlftn required a profelEon of re*- 
‘ pcntance, then much more Chrift’s. For certainly 

* Chrill required not lefs than John ; nor did he take 
^ the impenitent into his kingdom, whom John ex** 
‘ eluded. The antecedent I pfcve from Mark i. 4 .. 

* He preached (iuTma fK ccfttrtv 

^ Tiuv : and, doubtlefs, that repentance which in re^ 
‘ rnlfftonem pec cat or um^ is true fpecial repentance. One 
‘ of our divines, and many of the Papijls^ have found 
^out another evafion : that is. That John did engage 
^ them to repent^ but not requiring a profejfion of reperh- 

* tance as foregoing baptifin. But this is againft the 
^ whole current of ex^oTitors, ancient and modern; 
^ and againft the plain feepe of the text, Matt. iii. 6 . 

* This confeflion was with, yea, before their baptifm ; 

* and this confellion was the profeffion of the repen- 
‘ tancethat John required. Maldonate on the text, 
‘ having firft railed at Calvin and flandered him, as 
‘ turning baptifm into preaching— doth tell the Pro- 
« teftants, that they cannot prove by this text that con- 
^ feffion went before baptifm, becaufe it is named af- 
^ ter ; but tliat he might not feein utterly irnpudent^he: 
‘ confeffeth that the thing is true, and that it is the 

* fenfe of the text, and that this he confeffeth becaufe 
‘ he mu ft rather be a faithful expofitor, thair a fubtle 

* adverfary— If any fliould fay, That it is only confef 
^fion that is required, which is no fign of true repen- 

* tance: I anfwer, When John faith, If we confef s our 
^ fins^ he is faithful and juji to forgive us our fns^ he 
‘‘ took that confeflion to be a fign of true repentance— 

‘ If JefusL Chrift hath, by feripture precept and ex- 

* ample, directed us to baptize thofe that profefs true 

X ‘ repcn-« 
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^ r^Atance, and no others \ then we muft baptize them, 

* and no other* But the antecedent is true; there- 

* fore fo is the confequent~They that, before they 

* are baptized, muft renounce the world, the flefti, and 
‘ the devil, muft profefs true evangelic^ repentance : 

* I irieanftill fuch as have the promife of pardon and 

* falvation. But all that are baptized mull, by them- 

* felves or others, renounce the world, flelh, and devil 
i — They that profefb to be buried with Chriji in bap- 

* tifm^ and to rife again, do profefs true repentance. 

* But all that are baptized muft profefs to be buried 
‘ with him and rife again* Therefore, and fo on. 

! The major is proved, in that to be buried and rifen 

* with Chrift lignifieth, A being dead to fm^ and alive 
‘ to God and newnefs of life : and it is not only (as is 
^ feigned by the oppofers) an engagement to this for 

* the future^ but a profeflion 6f it alfo at the prefent* 
*This with the reft we [prove from] Col. ii. ii, I2, 
^13. Where note, That this is Ipoken to all the 
‘ church of the CololEans~That the putting of the 
^ body under the water did lignify our burial with 
‘ Chi'ift, and the death, or the putting, off, of our fins : 

* and though we now ufe a lefs quantity of watery yet it 
‘ is to lignify the lame thing, or elfe we Ihould deftroy 

* the being of the facrament. So alfo our rijing out 

* of the water, lignifieth our riling and being quick- 

* ened together with him. Note alfo, that it is not 
< only an ehgagement to this hereaftery ^but a thing 
« prefently done^Thc like we hstve in Rom. vi. 4, 5. 

* — If it be the very nature and ufe of baptifin to fig- 

* nify and feal both the prefent putting off the body of 
i fin, and prefent puttinj^ on Chrift^; then the pr^ef- 

* fion true repentance muft needs precede, or con- 

* cur with, baptifm. But the former is certain — We 
^ muft baptize no man that firft profeffeth not to be- 

4. . ‘ lieve 
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* lieve in God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft* To 
‘ believe in God the Father, Son, and HolyGhoft, is 

< faving faith (if fincerel]^ done.) Therefore, we rauft, 

< baptize no man that firft profeffeth not laving faith 
c — All that are baptized muft firft profefs to believe 
« in [Chrift’s] name, and fo receive him— .If it be the 

< verv nature, or appointed ufe, of the external part of 
‘ baptifm itfelf (yea, eflential to it) fignify and pro- 

* fefs (among other things) Ihe faving faith and repen- 
‘ tance of the baptized (being at age ;) then true bap- 
« tifm cannot go without fuch a profelfion. But the 

^ ‘ former is true :• ergo^ fo is the latter— 

‘ItM’s commonly confejfedhy us to the Anabaptifts, as 
our commentators declare, that in the Apoftles’ times 

* the baptized were dipped over head in the water, and 
‘ that this fignified their prpftflion, both of believing 
‘ the burial and refurredtion of Chrift ; and of their 
^ own prefent renouncing the world and flefh, or dying 
‘ to fin and living to Chrift, or rifing again to newnefe 
^ of life, or being buried and rifen again with Chrift, 
‘ as the Apoftlc expoundeth in the forecited texts, Col. 

* ii. and Rom, vi. And though, as before faid, we 
‘ have thought it lawful to difufe the manner of dip- 
‘ ping, and to ufe lefs water, yet we prefume not to 

* change the ufe and fignification of it. Sd; then, he 
‘ tliat fignally profefieth to die and rife again, in bapt 
^ tifm, with Chr^f, doth fignally profefs faving faith 

< and repentance. But thus do all that are baptized 
‘ according to the apoftolicaf pradlice — -If we -muft- 
‘ baptize none that profefs not their confent Xo enters 

* themfelves prefently into dte covenant, pf grace, wlth^ 

* God in Chrift; thexf we muft baptize none. that 
^ profefs not faving faith. But tlie former is % 
therefore, and fo on — -We muft not baptize any> 
^ without the profelEon of that faith and repentance, ^ 

X z ♦ ■ < which* 
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‘'whldi are made the condition of rcniifiion of fins. 
‘But only the faith called or favingy and the 

‘ concomitant tiaie repentance, are made the condition 
‘'ofremiflionoffms. 'Fherefore, we muft baptize none 
‘ withouttheprofeflion of that faith. But the former is 
‘true: therefore fo is the latter— We muft baptize 
‘ none butthofe that are the profeffed difciples of Chrift 
‘ (and their child fen, who are alfo difciples.) But none 
‘ are profelTed difciples of Chrift, that profefs not 
‘'faving faith in Chrift. Therefore, we may not 
‘ baptize any that profefs not faving faith in Chrift. 
‘The major is proved from, Go dij'clple ?ne all na- 
‘ tionSy baptizing the7n. As for thofc that fay^ tliey 
‘ are difcipled by baptizing^ and not before baptizing ; 
‘ they fpeak not the fenfe of tliat text : nor that which 
‘ is true or rational, if thby mean it abfolutely as fo 
‘ fpoken *, elfe why ftiould one be baptized more than 
‘ another ? — Men muft be firft difciples by the pro- 
‘ fefled confent, before they are declared fuch by the 
‘ feals — We ought not to baptize thofc perfons (or 

• their infants, as theirs ) who are viiible members of 
‘ the kingdom of the devil, an'd his children; or iliat 
‘ do not lb much as pi ofefs their forfaking of the child- 

• hood and kingdom of the devil. But fuch are all 
‘ that profefs not a faving failh — If Paul account all 
‘ the baptized, faints^ or fan£lified, men dead with 
‘ Chrift y and rifen with hihiy fuch as have put on Chrijiy 
‘ fans of God hy sidoption, Ah'rahattCs feedy heirs accord^ 
‘ ing to thepromifey zxAjuJltfied\ then did they all pro- 
‘ fefs a true juftify ing faith. But the antecedent is 

• certain j ergOy fo is the confequent — All that are 
‘meet fubjefts for baptifm, are (after their baptifm, 
‘ without any further inward qualification, at leaft 
< wHhbut another fpecies of faith) meet fubjebts for the 
‘/Lord's fupper (having natural capacity by age.) But 
‘ no one that profefleth^only a faith fliort of juftifying, 

i 15 
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‘ is meet to receive the Lord’s fupper: therefore, no 
^ fiich a one is a meet fubjeft for baptifm. Or thus : 

‘ Thofe, at age, whom we may baptize, we may alfo 
‘ admit to the Lord’s lupper, without any other fpccies 
^ of faith. But the profciTors of a mere common faith 
iltort of juilifylng, we may not admit to the Lord’s 
f’.'pper : therefore — We inuft baptize none, at age, 

^ that profefs not theinleli^es Chridians; nor any in- 
‘ fails, but: on fuch a profefdon of tlte parents, or pro- 
^ p;ire:its. But they that profefs only a fpecies of lauh 
‘ ihort of jiiftifying faith, profefs not themfdves.Chrif- 
* tians. Therefore, and fo on — No man is truly a 
‘ Chriftian, tba? is net truly a difciplc of Chrift. That 
‘ is plain [from] A6is xi. 26. No man is truly a dif- 
^ ciplc of Chrift, that doth not profefs a fiving faith 
^and repentance (fave thc^jchildren of fuch.) I'here- 

< fore, no man that doth n(St 7 o profefs is truly a Chrif- 
‘ tian — If there can be no example given in Scripture 
‘ of any one that was baptized without the profelfion 
‘ of afaving faith, nor any prccepi for fo doing ; then 
‘ muft we not baptize any without it. But the ante- 
‘ cedent is true ; therefore fo is the confequent— 

‘ Let us review the; fenpture examples of baptifm — 

^ I have already fhowed that John requires the profef- 
‘ fion of true repentance, and that his baptifm was for 
‘ remiilion of fin. When Chrifi layeth 3 own, in the 
‘ apoftolical commiiTion, the nature and order of his 
^ Apoftles woi^c, it is firft to mah difciplesi and then 
‘ to baptize them into the Name, of the FathefySonand 
‘ Holy Ghoji, And as it is a making difciplesy whicK 

< is firft cxpfcfied in Matthew ; fo Mark expoundeth 
‘ who thefe difciples are, as to the aged, by putting be^ 
‘ Ihving before baptifm : and that we may know that 
‘ it is juftifying faith that .he meaneth, he annexetb 
‘ firft baptifm, and then the promife of falvation. Matt. 

X 3 ‘ xxviii* 
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« xxviii. 19. Mark xvi. 16. He that believeth and is 

* bapti%ed Jhall bejaved* This is not like fome occaiion-' 
‘ al hiftorical mention of baptifm ; but it is the very 

* commijjion of Chrift to his Apoftics, for preaching and 

* baptifm, and purpofely exprelleth their feveral works 

* in their feveral places and order. I'heir firft tafk is 
‘ by teaching to make difciples, which are by Mark 

* called believers.^ The fecond work is to baptize 

* them, whereto is annexed* the promife of their (alva- 
‘ tion. The third work is to teach them all other 
^ things which are afterward to be learnt in the fchool 
‘ of Chrift. To contemn this order^ /V to renounce all 

* rules of order. For where can we expcof to find ity 

* if not here ? I profefs my confcience is fully fatisfied 

* from this text, that it is one Jort of faiths even faving^ 

* that muft go before b^pfjfm, and the profeffion 

* whereof the minifter muft expeft. Of which, fee 

* what is before cited out of Calvin andPiscATOR. 

‘ That it was faving faith that was required of the 

* Jews, and profeifed by them, (A£l:s ii. 38 — ^42.) is 
^ fliowed already, and is plain in the text. The Sa- 
‘ maritans believed^ and had great joy^ and were bap-- 
‘ ti%ed into the name of Jefus Chrijh Aftsviii. 8, 12 
‘ — I'he condition on which the Eunuch muft be 
‘ baptized, \'/as. If he believeth with all his heart ; 

< which he profeffed to do, and that was the evidence 
‘ that Philip 'did expcift. Paul was baptized after true 
^ converfion. Afts ix. 1 8. The Holy Ghoji fell on 
^the G entile Sy before ih;y were baptized; and they 
^ magnified God. Afts x. 44. And this Holy Ghoft 

* was the like gift as was given* to the Apoftlcs who 

* believed on the Lord ; and it waS accompanied with 

* repentance unto life. A^s. xi. 17, 18. Lydia's 
‘^heart was opened before fhe was baptized, and flie 

< was one that the AfO&ks judged faithful to the Lord^ 

‘ ai.d 
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‘ and ofFered to them the evidence of her faith. The 
‘ example of the Jailor is very full to the refoliition of 
‘ the qucftion in hand — He rejoiced and believed with 

* all his hotife^ and was baptized that fame hour of the 

* night^Crifpus^ the chief ruler of the fynagogue-^ be-^ 

* lieved on the Lord^ with, all his houfe : and many of 
‘ the Corinthians hearings believed and were baptized. 

* Here we have two proofs that ft is faving faith that 
‘ is mentioned. One, in that it is called a believing 
‘ on the Lord ; which expreffeth faving faith. An- 
‘ other, in that it is the faith which related to the doc- 
‘ trine preaclicd to them j as is expreffed in the word 
‘ bearing: that which they heard they believed — Thofe 
‘ in Afts the nineteenth and fifth were baptized; as be<^ 
‘ lievers in jefus CAr^^which is faving faith — In a 
^ word, 1 know of no (5i^e word in Scripture that 

* giveth us the leaji inthnaiion^ that ever man tvas 

* baptized without the profeffioa cf a faving faith^ or 
‘ that giveth the leaji encouragment to baptize any up^ 

* on another faith — 

‘ Philip [addrefling the Eunuch] is dacimining a 
^ qucftion, and giveth this in as a deciflon ; If thou 
‘ believejl with all thy hearty thou mayeji. And to 
‘ fay that this is but de bene efe^ meaniug, that it in- 
‘ cludcth not the negative, Otberwife thou mayeji nct\ 
‘ is to make Philip to have deluded, aqjd not decided 
^ or refolvedf Ufe the like liberty in expounding ail 

* other Scripture, an’d you’ll make it what you pleafe 
c — I conclude, that all examples of baptifm in Scrip-^ 
‘ ture do mention only the adminijirationofitto the pro^ 
^ fejfors of faving faith: and the precepts give us no 
‘ other direSiion. And I provoke Mr. Blake, as far 
‘ as is feemly for me to do^ to name one precept 

‘ OR EXAMPLE FOR BAPTIZING ANY OTHER, AND 
^ MAKE IT GOOD, IF HE CAN. 

X*4 
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♦ No one may be admitted to baptifm, who may not 
‘ be admitted a member of the church of Chrift. No 
^ one may be admitted to be a ijie^^^bcr of tfie church 
^ of Chrift, without the profeffion of a faving faith, (by 

* himfelf, or parents, or pro- parents :) therefore, no 
^ one may be adJmitted to baptifm without the pro- 

* fe/Gon of a faving faith — In Aits the fccond, forty 
‘ firft and followings verfes, the many thouliind that 

* were added to the church,^ v/cre fuch as received 
‘ gladly the doftrine of faving faith and repentance — 
‘ The church is the body of (%ri/l^ and none are mem- 

* bers of his body, but fuch as either are dnited to him, 

* and live by him, or at leaft feem to do fo— Hitherto, 

‘ divines, have gathered from the plain texts of Scrip- 
‘ ture*^ that there is but o?ie one faith^ and om 

‘ heptifm : and that thofe tfeiat had this faith really, 
^ were to be baptized, and were real members of the 

* church ; and that thofe that profcjfcd this faith, andfo 
^ feemed to have it when they have it not, are vifible 


* members of the church, and are fo taken, becaufe 
‘ their profefEon is fenfible to us, and by that they 
^‘feem to have the thing profelTed. But the opponents 

* arc fallen into a new conceit', in all thefe. They 
‘ feign a new Chriftian faith — a faith, that is not juf- 
‘ tifying — There was but one fort of real ferious or 

* fincere Chrtftians, confifting of fuch as had that real 

* Chriftian faith ; and now they have feund out an- 

* other fort of them, that hold another fort of faith. 
^ So have they feigned a new baptlfm : for the old bap- 

< tifmwas for refniflioh of fin, and byrial and refurrec- 
^ tion with Jefus Chrift, and to engraft' men into the 

< church which is the body of Chrift, upon the pre- 
^ feftion of a faving faith. But the new feigned ends 

< of bap'tifm are far different ; [the principal of which 

* is, According to Dr.. W., ceremonial purification, j And 
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* they have feigned alfo a new kind of qhurch# For 

* the church of Chrift^s inftitution is but one ; whicfc 
‘ is called vifible^ from men^s profeffion ; and inviftble^ 
‘ from the faith profcfled. But tlioy have made a 
' church which confiffeth of a third fort of members: 
‘ that is, of men that neither ha^e faving faith, nor 
‘ profefs it i but only have, or profefs to have, a faith 

* of a lower orb — we once admit men to baptifin 
< — upon the profeflion of any other than juftifying 
‘ faith, wc fliall be utterlj^ confounded, and not be able 
‘ to give any fatisfadory defcription of that faith, and 
^ fo never be able to pradife our dodrine, as b^ing ut-* 

^ terly unccrtoin whom to baptize — I cannot find any 
‘ r^afoiiable footing for a man to fix upon, if wc one© 

* /orfake our prefent hold, and fay that it is aprofefEoa 
< of fomft other faith (hort of that which jtiftifieth> 

* which is the title to tS^^acraments— A ;y<?/ dogma- 
‘ deal faiJi cannot be the title ; for then the baptizer 

* muft Jenow the heart, 'Fhe profcjfion of a bare dog« 

^ matical faith or afl'ent, cannot be it^ for then he that 
‘ hath the faiili of devih, [andj*perfecutors qf Chriftj^ 
c — fhould have title. Some confent therefore of the, 

‘ will there muft be. But to what, if not to have 
‘ Chrift as he is ofiered, who can tell ? A confent to 
‘ be externally baptized will not ferve. A confent to 
‘ baptifm, as baptifm, comprifeth faving faith* A con- 
‘ fent to be a named Chriftian, and to live among 
‘ them, mayjbe without any profefEon gf Chrift ianity^. 

< No man can tell vrhere to fix, nor what we mult 
‘ confent to, to procure a title, if once we forfake the 
‘ prefent ground*.' 

Such is tho language, and fuch are the argum<?nts» 
of Mr. Baxter, v/hen profefledly oppofing arnum- 


D'fputationi of bt to SaemmenVy p. 53— 175 ..Lend. 11657. 
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bcr of particulars for which Dr. W. contends — ^and 
fuch particu lars too, as are ejfential to the courfe of his 
argunient \ Never, furely, did Mr. Baxter give 
any opponent a more complete “fyllogiftic over- 
‘ throw*/ than he has here done to our author re- 
fpeiling a perfonal profeffion of repentance and faith, 
previous to baptifm ! If, however. Dr. W., in the 
fulnefs of his polemical might, flrould think proper 
to * take another turn with us / it may be expect- 
ed, and is demanded, that he/not only ‘ confront/ but 
endeavour ‘ to break and rout* this Baxterian ‘ pha- 
lanx/ Nor ought he to difregard the fmall?r detach- 
ed forces of the other two members of my illuftrious 
triumvirate.— Meanwhile, I will add the atteftatioivof 
my zealous opponent, Mr. Pirie : ‘Circumcifion and 
baptifrh have been adminiftred on the fame footing, 

* even a profession of tbi’^f^ith of Abraham f .* So 
widely do my oppofers differ, when profefledly de- 
fending the fame caufe ! 

Confident as our author is, that John did not re- 
quire a perfonal confeffion of fin from all whom he 
baptized, and alfo that hg baptized infants \ the fol- 
lowing extract from Padobaptifm Ex (mined I will 
Ihow, that various learned Paedobaptifts have been of 
a different opinion. . Riissenius, for inftance, in, 
anfwer to this objection; ‘ John admitted no one to 
^ baptifm, except he confelTed his offences,* replies : 
< His bufinefs was with adults^ that wei;p to be bap- 

* tized and called to the Chriftian church. But it 

* does not thence follow, that the fame thing fhould 
^ have place in refpcCl of infants who are already in 

* the church.’ — Anonymous ; ‘ The baptifrn [of 
<JohnJ belongs not properly to irffants. For, fir ft, 

* it is a baptifin of repentance^ of which infints are not 
. Vof. I, 372. f AfpendiXy p- 158. X Vol. II. p. 40, 

337 - . 
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* capable. Secondly, it is for femi/Bon of fins, which 

* therefore imply aftual fins : whereas infants are only 
‘guilty of original fin, and that is but one.’— Tur- 
Rettinus: ‘ Joly' admitted none to baptifm but 
‘ thofe who confeffed their fins ; becaufc his bufinefs 
‘ was to baptize die adult.’ — ^Dr. Whitby : ‘ It is 

* not to be wondered at, that infants were not baptiz-^ 

‘ ed during John’s miniftry; becaufethe baptifm then 
‘ ufed by John and Chrilt’s djfciples, was only the 
‘ baptifm of repentancoand faith in the Meffiah which 
‘ was for to come ; of both which infants were inca- 
‘ pable.’ — Mr. Burkitt: ‘John’s baptifm was the 
‘ baptifm df repentance, of which infants were inca- 
f pable.’— Thomas Lawson (a Quaker:) ‘Faith 
‘ and repentance were the qualifications, of fuch as 
‘ were* admitted to J^hn^s baptifm.’ — ^Now all thefe 
are ‘ unexccptionablc*vttftncfles,’ and ‘ plump againft* 
my opponent. 

Having confidered the grand principles on which 
Dr, W. proceeds, when defending the right of infants 
to baptifm ; and perceiving but little in the courfe of 
his argument on particular paffages of the New Tef- 
tament, befides what is either directly anfwered, or 
implicitly obviated, partly in the preceding pages, and 
partly in the Second Volume of Padobaptifm Exam-- 
hied ; I fhall, to avoid prolixity, wave a particular 
examination of what he fays on the texts produced. 

I will, ho\^pver, before I conclude th# Chapter, again 
prefent my reader with Dr. W.’s axiom of interpre- 
tation, and with one refledfion relative to the texts 
tliemfelves. The axiom is; ‘ As.nothinc (hould be 
‘ confidered as an eftabliflied princ iple of faith, which 
‘ is not in fome |)art of Scripture delivered with ptr^ 
^fpicuity-y fo that perfpicuity (hould be fought for 
‘ principally where the point in queflion is moft prp- 
‘ feflldly handled,’ But in which of thofe paffages |hfO- 
X 6 duced^ 
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duced by him, either from the Old Teftament or 
the New, is Infant fprinkling moft profeffedly handled, 
frcfejfedly handled, handled at all, or even fo much as 
mentioned ? His axiom, therefor^, is ‘ plump againft* 
his argumentation. 

My reflexion follows. The caufe of Paedobap- 
tifm feems to be very unhappily circumftanced. For 
if a paflage produced in its favour mention baptifm^ it 
fays nothing of infants*. If it mention feed^ or fons^ 
or little children^ or indefinitely an individual^ it fays 
nothing of baptifm f . If it mention children^ in con- 
neilionwith the term the word being 

in the context ; it very untowardly falls out, that thej 
bleffing promifed is not baptifm^ nor does the term 
children fignify infants J. If it mention firjl fruit and 
lump^ root and branches ; th/^iacred Writer neither 
fpeaks of baptifm^ nor feems to fiave had any thought 
about it §• Or, fuppofing it mention children^ and 
reprefent them as holy 5 there is a deep filence refpeft- 
ing baptifm ||. If, therefore, Infaivt baptifm be a di- 
vine appointment, the predicament in v/hich it ftands, 
as a pofitive rite, muft be quite peculiar — fo peculiar, 
that it is not in the power of my opponent, with all 
his polemical Ikill, to produce a fimilar inftance.~ 
The acknowledged filence of Scripture, with regard to 
Infant baptifm, though pleaded by me and urged at 
larger, is almoft entirely overlooked by Dr. W. iji his 
^ full reply.' Should he condefeend, therefore, to 
‘ take another turn’ with us,, and plant his camions a- 


frefli ; it may be jufily expedled that he will confronty 
and breaks and rout the v/hole phalanx of rfiy argu- 
ments arifing from the filence of’Seripture. 

♦ As in Matt, xxviii. 19. Afts xvi. 15, 33. i Cor. i. 10, 


f As in Gen. xvii. 7. Ezek. xvi. 2.0, 21. Matt. xix. 14. John 
iii. 5. J As in A6ts ii. 39. § As in Kum. xi. lO. || As iti 

i-Cor. vii. 14. € P^dobao, Exam, Vol, II p. t — 7c. 
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CHAPTER VIL 


Infant Communion^ and Infant Bapttfm^ compared* 

T hat the practice of communion is very 
ancient that it was in former times unlverfal^ 
throughout what is called the Chri/tian world i that it 
was continued for about fix hundred years; and that 
it is now praftifed by nearly one half of thofe who 
profefs Chriftianity, our n learned oppofcrs de- 
clare f; nor is it denied byDr.AV. It js equally 
plain, that various ctnhnnt Pxclobaptifts in thefe parts 
of Europe have expreiTtd their approbafion of Infant 
communion, and feme of them have written in it.% de- 
fence. — •In evidence of this faS, beficics the authors 
mentioned in Pecdobaptfn Exumined^ 1 will here pro- 
duce the atteftation of Zornius, wnofiiys: ‘Wolf, 

‘ Musculus contends, that infants ought not to be 
‘ withheld from the eucharift J.' Hosius,and Ruar- 
DUS 7'apperus, he alfo informs us,- ‘contend, that 
‘ the Lord’s fupper is necefi’ary for all, both Htih chil^ 

‘ dren and adults.’ After having told us, that Hein- 
RIQUEZ, Didacus Nunez, and Cajetan, are fa- 
vourable to Bie pradlicc, he produces M. F. Amicus, 
who fays ; ‘ Little children are not lefs capable of nou- 

* SPANgKMius bears the following teftknony, refpe6ting the 
practice of it in the Second Century : ‘ Jn eceltCis Africanis 
‘ (quanquara obfeurk)!' hoc Scculo, 'maniFtfrior ftqutnto.) Com- 
‘ munio pAicIuiriftica, reJpcBu Infantum^ ftatim a baptifmo, Au- 
‘ GUSTiNi ad hue tempore ntplurimum receptn.’ lift. Kcclef, 
Cbrift, Sccul. [[. t See PccdtJhip. Exam, Vol. II. Chap. v. 

J WJl* EucbiiriJ}. hifanL Cap. xx^i. § i* 

‘ rilhing 
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< ifliing grace, which is given by the eucharift; than 
« of ftrengtheuing grace, which is given by confirma- 
^ tion 

I will now lay before my reader the teftimony of 
thofe impartial judges, the (fakers. Robert Bar- 
clay : ‘For aught can be learned, the ufe of [Infant 
‘ communion,] and Infant baptifm, are of alike age; 
‘ though the one be laid afide both by Papifts and Pro- 
‘ teftants, and the otK^r, to wit, baptifm of infants, be 
‘ ftuck to f.’ Joseph Wy^th : ‘ If from the com- 
‘ mifEon (Matt, xxviii. 19.) muft of necc/Iity be under- 
‘ flood baptifm with water, and that infants mull be 
‘ undcrllood to be within the limits of if; it may be 
‘ convenient — to fhow — ^v/hy infants are not within 
‘ the limits of i Cor. xi. 26 ; and that they mull not 
‘ communicate of bread and ;r/inet.’ — I'his verdi£l 
of completely impartial bViendc, muft be a flrong pre- 
fumption in our favour. 

Refpefting Infant communion, our author fays : ‘ I 
‘rejecl [it] only as impropriety. Were [Mr. 
‘ B.] to grant as much in favour of Infant baptifm, as 
‘lam willing to grant in favour of Infant communion, 
‘ our controverfy would be at an end §.^ Infant com- 
munion, therefore, in the cllimate of my opponent, is 
a trifling impropriety : far from being ofFcnfive to 
God, and unwbrthy to bcthefubjedl of debate. My 
reader fhould here obferve, that this is part of his in- 
troduftion to yerious contejl with Mr. J ames Peirce, 
relative to this very affair. — But if Chrill appointed 
Infant communion, it muft be our indifpenfable duty 
to regard it; or elfe his command is of no force, and 
Hands for nothing. If, on the -contrary, Infant com- 
munion have not the fanflion of his inftitution, it muft 

^ Ui Cap. xxxi. § i. Cap. xxxii. § 2, f Apology ^ 
Prep. XXII» i Switch for the Snake z '•JO, § Vol. Jl. 27S. 

be 
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be the invention of men, and will-worfhip ; acor^p- 
tion of his holy religion, and condemned by that divine 
query, IVho hath required this at your hands In a 
few pages after, ho\yever, when fpeaking on the fame 
fubjefi:, he exprefies himfelf thus; ‘Now I fay, that 
‘ infants — ought to be baptized ; but — ought not to be 
* admitted to* particular church-membcrflilp; and, 
confequently, not made partakers at the Lord’s table. 
For he informs us, that ‘ Jefu%gave the elements [of 
‘bread and wine] onl^o thofe who might be called 
‘ a particular church *.* / fay — they ought not. Thus, 

with a tone of authority, and quite in earnclf, he be- 
gins to controvert the fubje£t with Mr. Peirce, Dr. 
Priestley, and the Greek Church; even though 
It be ONLY an impropriety — an impropriety too, that 
is not iuorthy of a debq^! 

Dr. W. farther ijif^ ms us, that ‘ the ground of 
‘ right to baptifm and the eucharift [is] the fame 
Nay, heelfewhere interrogates and anfwers thus: ‘If 
‘ infants have a right to baptism, v/hat aHignable rea- 
‘ fon is there why they have not a confequential right 
‘ to church- 7 nemberj})ip ? And if they are entitled to 
‘ the latter, why fliould they not be treated as other 
‘members are; efpecially as a confiderable benefit 
‘ might attend it? As to the objedion, That the coun^ 

‘ teipart to this is to admit them to th^ Lor d^s table^^ if 
‘ they do nothing to defei've cenfure — I alk, wha# is 
‘ there unreifo 7 table or unfcriptural in* fuch an objec- 
‘ tion? Nay, further, in point of right, how can 
‘ the two ordinances be feparated ? Are not “ The 
fame xeafons which arc brought for Infant baptifm, 
“ in like manner applicable to Infant communion? And 
‘‘ will not the oSjecIions againft the latter admit of 

• Vol. II. 242/246. t VoL II. 242. 


“ the 
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the fame anfrrr ihcis againrt the former V — See 

* Mr. J .r:; . ;*f. u j \s in favour of the An^ 

^ dent z ' ; e ty f^oing tkc Eucharlf to Children^ 

* Noi* lU' i : “ :i;».vthis rcafoning.am be evaded by a 
^confijlcni Fii‘aob:if>t»u, while v/c only attend to the 
‘ legal right of infants to that ordinance ; but fuch ad- 
^ vocr.:. muft allow that many things are lawful 

* which are not expedient And fliould it 1: ^ granted 

* that a Chriftian miniiccr cannot ju illy deny the eu- 
‘charift to any church-member (who daes not lie un- 
‘ der its cenfure) when demanded, yet there are pr? 4 * 

‘ dential reafons why a parent fliould not defirc it for 
‘ infants and young children : cfpccially when wc re- 

* flecl that though the ground of right is the fame, the 
‘ nature and dcfign of the ordinances are different*.^ 
— ThusaHo Mr. Pirie: ‘liicry circumcifed child 
‘ had a right to eat the paflbver \ but this he was not 
‘ bound to do, till arrived at a certain age — So every 

* baptized child has a right to eat the Lord^s fupper : 
i but — none are bound I’o keep it till capable of ’ dif- 
cerning the Lord’s body f. — The ground of right to 
baptifn and the euchariji is the fame. Confequently, 
the right itfelf muft be the fame, and equally ftrong, 
in. both cafes. But why, then, fliould the conduft of 
Dr. W. toward -infants, with regard to thofe inftitu- 
tioqf, be fo different ? Why fliould that right be treaU 
cd as a fubftantial reafon of religious atftion, in the 
one cafe; but as a nonentity, in the other ? Accord- 
ing to my opponent, the principal ground of right con- 
fifts in moral qualif cations. For he infifts, that^what- 
‘ ever relates to the qualifications of the fubjefts [re- 

‘ fpedling baptifm,] is of a nature entirely moral and 
that * infants, partaking of the great primary qiialifica- 

* Note on Morricf, p. 7S, 79. f Append: 179, 180. 

‘ tioii. 
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‘ tion, which the evident defign of the ordinance re- 
‘ quires, ou^^ht to be baptized*.’ Moral (j'jaliiica- 
tioiis, therefore, being the ])rinci])al ground of-right in 
both cafes, cnight, cTii parity of rcaion, to have an 
equal operation with reference to each ordinance. 

In refpt'd of Ic^al rights bifant bapiifm and Infant 
coenhiunion cannot bc fparcttd, 1‘heii niy oppoiient 
fliould remember and regard that divine maxim i JP^hat 
God hath joined together^ let nct%an put aj'undcr. For 
if there be any fuch Megal right* as that of which Dr. 
W. fpeaks, it is no other than a claim founded in dU 
vine law: ^nd, confenuently, the connection between 
Iwfitnt baptifrn, and Infant communion, inutl be con- 
ffdered as eftablifhed by Supreme authority. Who, 
then, fllall dare to feparate what God has johicd? 

Our author, howeve^^ough at the expcnce of con- 
fiftency, will not admit the praftical confequence, 
f'or he pleads, that things may be lawful which are not 
expedient \ and that prudential rcafons forbid a parent 
defying the Lordls fupper for infants. But as tlie whole 
of any one’s title to a pofitivc ordinance muft originate 
in the law of tiiat ordinance, if our Lord have inveft- 
td any description of infants with a right to the holy 
fupper ; he muft have made it the duty of their parcnts^ 
or of their guardians, to (lcmand\x.{i)x themj the infants 
thcmfclvcs lying under a n itural incapacity of fo doing. 
As well ha^ no title at all to the privilege, as one 
which they cannot plead, and wdiicli their parents arc 
tacitly forlddden to pleeJ for them. Strange to think, 
that our d fhould Iiave indulge J ijifants with a legal 
right to the ficrcd fupper, and that, without any for- 
feiture, or any fault, they fliould be abfolutedy denied 
the ordinance on a prudential ground ! According to 

^ Kiie on Morrjce, p. 63, 69 . 


Dr, 
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Dr, W,, fomething called prudence^ not divine law, is 
to dire<St our concluft in regard to this affair, — Wc 
(hould be glad of information, however, what his chief 
prudential reafon is. Bp. T ay lor tells us, that when 
the doftrine of tranfubftantiation came into the Latin 
church. Infant communion was laid afide ; ‘ left by 
‘ puking up the holy fymbols the facrament fhould he 
‘ diflionoured*.* A delicate reafon this ! and nearly 
allied to one that is affigned by Quenstedius, for 
converting Infant haptifm into Infant fprinkltng\> 
Whether, in the opinion of Dr. W., infants, notwith- 
ftanding their legal right to the holy fupper, may be 
kept from the ordinance on this prudential ground, I 
cannot fay ; but it feems a little furprifing, that pru* 
dential reafons of any kind fliould counteract the ope- 
ration of legal right from /car to year: becaufe, if 
there be any fuch right in the cafe, it muft be founded 
in divine inftitution. Now Dr. Owen affurcs us, that 
‘ what men have a right to do in the church by God’s 
^ inftitution, that they have a command to doj:’ and 
^Mr. Char NOCK fays, ‘ They muft be evafions paft 

Worthy Communicaniy Chap. III. Se 6 t. ii. p. 212. f Qukn- 
sTEDius informs us, that of this alteration there was a three- 
fold reafon ; ‘ the tauh'nefs of infants— efpccially in rc- 
‘ gard to female catechumens— and becaufe, even in the very a 6 t 

* of baptizing, natu)\i curfum Juiwi tenet: ficut contigit magnjs 
‘ Impp. in Oriente Constantino Copronymo cognominato, et 
‘in Occidcntc^VfKNCEsLAOj qui cum immerg^rentur, 04 piam 
^ baptifm H{'?n macular ent,' Antiq. Bib*. C. IV. Sc£t. JI. Mum. 
i., § 4.— In A Specimen of a Hiftory of Oxforfijh.re, t\\t author 
fap; * It may be remarked in general, that fonts originally in- 
‘ tended for the iminorfion of the infant, ai^ ancant^^n proportion 

* as they are capacious — It is recorded of king Ethelj^red, that 
‘ at his baptifm, in nine hundred and fever^ he defiled the font — - 
‘ On this ominous occafion, archbifliop Dunstan, who baptized 
‘ the royal babe, with an oath exclaimed j Ber Deuniy et Matrcm 
‘ ejusy ipia^us homo, rrh: See Mr. Robinson 'j Hiji* of Bap* 
P* ^ 57 » 458, 459 ‘ XOn EpiJUetotbe E.eb*\o\A\\*^* 127. 

‘ underftand- 
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• undeHbiiding, that can hold vJ^iter againft a divine 
‘ order 

Infants have a le^al title to the hc!y fupper ; but for 
them to partake of It Is net expedient. Prudeirtlal rea^ 
fons lie agalnli It. Can this be the langiinge of a Pro- 
teftant Diflenting Brother? How fiiiiilar to that of 
Roman Catholics, refpefting a participation of the 
euchariftical cup by the laity l^for none of the Popifh 
writers deny, as far as®l have obferved, that the peo- 
ple have a legal right to the wine, any more than to 
the bread : but, with Dr. W., tlicy think it is not 
pedlent — prudential reafens He againft it. I hus, nei* 
fher adults, nor infants, are permitted to enjoy what 
belongs to them by acknowledged legal rigjit ! This 
is the ‘more fufprifina^ in refpcil of our author, be- 
caufe he does not, lifce^the Church of Rome, formally 
claim a difpenfing power ; though, on the principle 
here adopted, it be undoubtedly excrcifcdby him, with 
regard to infants. 

Infants have a legal rights or a right by divine law,^ 
to the holy fupper. This being, by Dr. W., a de- 
clared fa6i:, one would have imagined that in his view 
their title muft be thoroughly good^ and that in his 
pra£tice their place at the Lord's table muft be /«- 
violahly fecured. So it might feem, •indeed, to thofe 
who conlider divine law as the higheft authority, and 
a divine grant as fupremely authentic ^ but my oppo- 
nent has I know not how many prudential reafons 
which rife up in oppofition to legal right, and guard 
the ‘holy altar’ againft the approach of infants. 
For though they arc fraught with moral qualifications, 
bright mth relative holinefs, vnii per fedily fair with 
ceremonial purity j yet, by fome ftrange turn or other, 

U^orkSf Vol. II. p. 763. Firft Edit. 

he 
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he as efFecflu'illy keeps them at a diftance from the 
Lord’s table, as if he ‘screwed’ this pofitivc rite 

* in the vice of bigotry.’ Thus, to fupport the cre- 
dit of Infant fpiinkling, he places' in contraft, and in 
conteft, divine ydght^ and hu?na7t prudence ; yet fo as 
to give an example which he approves, of prudential 
reafons gaining the afccndency over divine aulhority ! 

But what would our author have faid of usy had we 
acknowledged the legal right of infants to baptifm, 
though we never adminiiler that ordinance to them, 
and argued on his principles in j unification of our 
conduct ? Nay, what v/ould he fiy to any of his 
own people, \vere they to demand of him the facred^ 
fupper for theiii* infants? We will fuppofe, then, that 
Ibmc of them were to unite in addrefiino* him ,thus : 
‘ Having been taught, Sir, by cyiur own pen, that our 
‘ infints have the Jame ground of right to the Lord’s ‘ 
‘ fupper, which they had to baptifm, and that this right 
‘ is founded in divine law ; we cannot forbear dcfirlng 
‘ that they may partake with us at the holy table* 

‘ We are indeed aware of your diftinttion between 
‘ what is Icnvfuly and what is expedients nor arc we 
‘ infenfiblc that you have prudential reafons agalnft 
‘ complying with our united requeft. But, Sir, with 
‘ due deference Jo your charadfer as our paltor, we 
‘ cannot forbear to oblervc, that as your objections re- 
‘ fpedt human neafon^ and not precepts s pru^ 

‘ dence^ and not ccnfciences — as you rcjedl Ififant com- 
‘ munioii under the notion of its bciiig an impropriety^ 

‘ and not ay?/?; a trifling impropriety about which it 

* is not worth contending ; and as we confide^’ it in a 
‘ very ferious light, which interefts jour confciences 
‘ and awakens our expedlations ; we cannot but hope 
‘ for your compliance.’ 

The general principles of my opponent’s argu- 
ments, 
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ments, and his coin fc of rcafiniing, if they prove any 
thfng to his purpofe, infer Infant comniunion. I will 
here produce a fcjv particulnis, and leave the impar- 
tial rcvji r to judge. lie confid.TS the following prin- 
ciple a-' r'^.pital piece of his logical ordnance, calls 
it a t , and introducco it with great pompofity : 
‘ If i.K‘ : • . , '^'ire b'j Jilent about inf ints as the fubjeiis 
^ of . or Vven kot#dkcisively express 

‘ AGAJK'rj ' •?%/» are to take it for granted, 

‘ that ;hcy v^\■^e ba.ptizcJ with their parents^/—* 
Thus he renf ms : ^ if infants arc capable of thofe 
‘ things ^rluch are equivalent to faith and repentance, 
^ as qualifications for the wo/I important privilege of 
‘ falvation, tliey are alfo capable of what arc cquiva- 
‘ lent to them as qpalif cations for the Irfs important 
‘ privilege cf baptilii\ For, if the one be denied, fo 
‘ 77iay the other ; and if the one be granted, fo on^htlhQ 
‘ other — If the feds be affix. ‘d to the covenant for 
‘ confirmation of its contends — I would fain know by 
‘ what rule of confi-riiftion wc can infer, that the co- 
‘ venant belongs to tlie parents and their feed in 
‘ common, while the confirmation of it [hy the feals] 
‘ belongs exclufively to the foriptr f ?’ — If the cove- 
nant itfelf be a benefit ‘ to the perfons to whom it is 
‘ di redded, — It fcjlows that the coiffirmatmi of it [by 
‘ the fealsj is fo — Whatever benefits and privileges 
‘ belonged to the former Difpenfftion, continue (o 
« flow on to the prefent, if not exprefsiy repealed ; for 
‘ the change of a Difpcnfation,^/y^^ is no adequate 
‘ caufc of their abrogation—Frorn the preceding in^ 
‘ duftion of* lacred evidence in favour of children be- 
‘ ing fharers of the feals of grace in common with 
‘ their parents, wc conclude, that for the fpace offoxxr 

^ Vol. 1 . aSo. + Vol. I. a 10, 136. 

‘ thoufand 
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thoufaiid years, that is to fay, from the creation to 
Chrift, it was a rule univerfally incumbent on pa- 
rents to treat their children as entitled to religious 
privileges equally with themfelves? according to their 
capacity — To hold, tliat [infants] may be given up 
to God [in prayer,] with the view of their obtain- 
ing the grace of the covenant, and yet debarred from 
the means of the covenant, without any perfonal for- 
feiture, is abfurd — A man's rhildren, and non-op- 
pollng domefticks, are not only to be denominated 
from his religious profeffion, as the head of the fa- 
mily, but are entitled to all the external privileges 
of that religion, as inftituted means of grace and. 
godlinefs, according to their refpeclive capacities — 
Is it reafohable, is it fcriptural, is it confiftent with 
common fenfe, or was it inftanced from the 
birth of time, that the child was juftly debarred 
from any of the parent’s privileges of which it was a 
capable fuhjcdt ?— The things that are revealed^ 
particularly God’s covenant, and if the covenant, 
the feal annexed to it, belong to us and to our chiU 
dren for ever^l^o allow that the covenant belongs^ 
or is direftcd to them, [our children] is but accordijig 
to truth; and, therefore, it irrcfragably follows, the fcal 
is theirs — The fealing of baptifm [and of the hordes 
fupper,'] is of the farm nature with the gofpel itfelf — 
Therefore, if the gofpel be a mercy, baptifm [and the 
Lord’s fupper] mull be fo— If the gofpel and the means 
of grace in their bare exhibition, be any benefit to na- 
tions and families, they muft be fo to infants as a pait 
of them ; and, for the fame reafon, baptifm [and the 
holy fupper] too — As the miniffry of reconciliation 
is a bleffing, independent of our ejiimation of it, fo is 
the confirming token of that nliniftry — ^If the exter- 
nal Handing evidences of Chriftianity be a benefit, in 

‘ their 
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‘ their bare exhibition, baptifm [and the facred fupper] 

^ muft be fo likewife— Whatever tends to explain 
‘ the nature and to enforce the authority of gofpel 
‘ truths, muft be a benefit in its mere exhibition ; but 
‘ this baptifm [and the Lord’s fupper do, from their] 

^ very nature to every capable fubjeft — Whatever has 
‘ a juft claim on the grateful acknowledgments of 
‘ adults, for what they enjoyed infancy, muft be a 
‘ benefit — ‘But if this bcttrue, who fees not that bap- 
‘ tifni, [and why not the Lord’s fupper ?] fmcc it is 

* God’s confirming fcal to the truth and contents of 
« the gofpel, is a benefit, on fuppofition that it only ex^ 

^ habits the bleflings rcpref;nted by it ? — Does God 
‘ ever fay, Eaptlfin [or the Lord" 5 fupper^'] is not to 

* your infant children, though the promife is tothem^^?* 

Again : The generality of thofe texts from which 
Dr. W.argueson this occafion, having asmuch relation 
to the holy fupper, as they have to baptifm, cannot but 
equally prove Infant communion and Infant fprink- 
ling. For there is not a word, either in the paffages 
themfedves, or in their fcveral contexts, relative to the 
one or the other. That this is the cafe with regard to 
texts produced from the Old Teftament, muft I think 
be allowed: and yet no fewer, if I miftake not, than 
twenty paftages from that part of the fad*ed Code are 
quoted by him, to prove the right gf infants to baptifm. 
Yes, Mofes and David, Ifaiah and Jeremiah, Daniel, 
Micah, and .^echariah, arc all fubpoenacd to prove, 
That infants, being replete with moral qualifications, 
and fhining with relative holinefs, are completely en- 
titled topurflication frpn\all their unclcarmefs ! Now 
furely every one muft admit, that whatever teftimo- 
nics evince this, whether taken from narratives, laws, 

* Vol. I. 236, 237, 24J, 249, 307, 349. Vol. II. 195, 234, 
^ 59 * 3 * 7 - 
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or prophecies ; will alfo prove the right of fiich purifi- 
ed infants to the holy fupper.— With regard to the 
New Teftament, there are nirie paffages which he 
pleads One of them is the baptifmal ftatute ; but 
•it fays nothing of infants. T^hree arc of the narrative 
kind, relative to the baptifin of houfcholds ; yet neither 
do they fay any thing of infants. Another is of an en- 
couraging nature, c.thibiting a promifc\ in which, 
though children, indefinitely, are mentioned, it fays 
nothing of baptifm . As to the remaining fo u r, though 
children are mentioned in one of them, and little chil'- 
dren in another; yet, neither in the paflfages them- 
felves, nor in their various contexts, is baptifm at all 
mentioned, any more than the facred fupper. Such are 
the premifes from which our, author infers, that infants, 
abounding in moral qualifications and in relative holi- 
nefs^ are the proper fubjefts of ceremonial pnrlfcattcn; 
tliough he will not permit them, when he officiates 
at the ‘ holy altar^* <.0 approach it ! It is worthy of 
remark, however, that feveral of thofe very paflagcs 
are ftrenuoufiy pleaded by ihofe who either approve, 
or pra6tife, Infant communion, as affording conclufive 
arguments in their favour. Schuhertus informs 
us that the ^members of the Greek Churcb, for in- 
ftance, argue from Mark x. 14; which is parallel to 
Matt. xix. T4f, Dr. Priestley and Mr, Peirce, 
argue frorti i Cor. vii. 14 ; and the latter^ from Luke 
9 cviii. 15, 16 

Let us now confider the reafons of his different 
conduiff, with regard to infants, in reference to bap- 
tifm and the Lord’s fupper. • Tfie principal of thefe 


^ Matt, xxviii. 19. xix. 14. Afts ii. 39. xvi. i?,33. Rom. 
iv. II. xi. 16. 1 Cor. i. 16. vii. 14. + hijiiiut. 

Ptlm. Pars If. Cap. iii. J 14. J Sec Pitekbup. Exam. 

-Vol. II. p. 448, 454, 456, 
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are, their wanting a fnfficlcnt depyc of relative holi- 
Jiefs, and their being naturally dif/jualifird, Rcfp.il- 
ing the former he fays: * Relative holinefs admits of 
^ decrees — To be the objedfs of a covenant grant, as 
‘ the Gentile world at large \ as thoie to whom the 
‘ word offdvation h aclually ft*nt \ as x\\c family of a 
^ Chriftian honfeholclcr ; as a hapiiz,t(! [y.\doi\y as an 
‘ actual member of a Clirillian con^;reo;aLion, AND so 
‘on, all denote (Ufprent deg;m't'S of relative holi- 
‘ nefs. Now, wlnr bo^li the urdinajices in ([ueftion 
‘ require, as a qualif cation in their refij^dtivc candl- 
‘ dates, is that degree of relative holinefs wdilch is nc- 
‘ cefiary and fuitablc to their refpeclivc nature and de- 
‘ flgns. Ijaptifin (lands related to the body of vinblc 
‘ Chriflians at large — But the cucharidic rite Is appli- 
‘ cable to ibof: only wfco may be detined proper fub- 
^ jedls of a particular clfurch 

jill denote different degrees.. Mow familiar to the 
mind of rny opponent is the jewifh idea of relative ho- 
lin^fs, and of what vaft impoitsace it is to the caufeof 
Infant fprinkliiig ! Do you wifli for conviction to your 
own mind, or to convince another, that infants are 
completely proper fubjedts of ccrcn^ nial clcanfing ? 
you need only to look for the feaad degree on Dr. 
W.’s newly invented fcalcof relative ivdiru fs, and the 
work is done. Forin this cafe, you niuft know", con- 
trary to all others, purity qirALiFJi:- fr purif cation : 
fo that if iUiSiifant be not it muit n<»t be purff 
ed, — Are you defirous of feeing i'xdobjj). .)ia deliver- 
ed from its embarraifiiig connedtion with Infant com- 
munion? eaft yopreyc on the fame adnnrably graduat- 
ed fcals, compare the different degrees, and you can- 
not but ^vA\hfC(Uftderatum\ becaulw,for this very pur- 

pofe, 


Voi. n. 240, 241. 

Y 



4?2 Infant Baptlfin anA^ [Chap. VII. 

the beautiful and accurate fcale was lately manii- 
fci^lured. It is, however, the only one of the kind, a- 
daptedto theChriftian church, of which I ever heard; 
fo that, in iny eftimation, he dcfjrves the praifc of a 
new invention. But, as this article has been already 
difeufled, it fliall here be difmiffed with obferving ; 
That our author afllimcs as a pojitdatum^ what may be 
juftly ranked among his defderatn. Before he fo con- 
fidently annex different privileges to different degrees 
of relative holinefs, it behoves him to prove that there 
is, under the Chriftian CEconomy, any fuch thing as 
that pretended ianciity. 

Baptffi is related to the body of ‘vifthl^ Chrifians^ 
Nay, rather, to Chriftians diS individuals \ and to indi- 
viduals as profiling faith in the Son of God. If thou 
helieveji with all thine hearty thou mayejl be baptized. 
~irhe eucharijVic rite is applicable to ihofe only who may 
be deemed proper fubjelis oj a particular church. I'hat 
the facred fupper belongs to Chriftians, as united in 
a particular congregation, and not as detached indivi- 
duals, is admitted ; and that thofe only who make a 
credible profcffion of convcrfion to Jefus Chrift, fhould 
be confidered as proper ful)je<3:s of a Chriftian church, 
is readily granted. But from what inftance of Chrif- 
tian baptifm, in the New Tcftamcnt, docs our author 
learn, that perfons may be juftly viewed as duly qua- 
lified fubjecls of that ordinance, who, when baptized, 
fliould not be Seemed proper ftibjedls for a ^ particular 
* church,^ a;:d for communion at. the Lord’s table ? 

He argues on the ground of natural difqualification^ 
and thus iie fpcaks: ‘There is neither injury nor 
‘ harflinefs implied in — refufingto'give^ [infants] what 
‘ they are naturally unqualified to "receive, and what 
f therefore, is no privilege to them But What does 
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he mean by naturally unqualified? I'hat they arc na- 
turally incapable of receiving, in any iiicaAire, the 
bread and wine ? If fo, the hifiory of Infant commu- 
nion, in every age fiitcc the time of Cvprian, con- 
victs him ofa grofs miAakc. Befidcs, as rabhina; the 
forehead of an infaut with a vjvt hand^ has been 
elteemed baptifm, and mull be accounted fuch by Dr* 
W., there being ‘a contaSiion of tlic pei Ton and the 
< element i* fo, why muy^ not rutfoing the bread and 
whie on the lips of infants, as we arc told by Sir Paul 
Ricaut the Ann:*nians do*, be reckoned fiifEcieiit? 
For in this, as in the former cafe, there is an evident 
‘ contaClioii’ of die perfon and the elements. 

Nor, by naturally unqurdijied^ can he confidently 
mean, their being deftitute of thofe qurJities which 
are abfolutely ncccfTary to a legitimate reception of tli;; 
ordinance. Eccaufc, wtn'c that the cafe, it be 

juftly demanded ; What is become of all ilu-lh ^ moral 
‘ qualifications’ which rendered them comjdetely fit 
for baptifm, and gave them a* title to it? qualifi- 
cations which, according to Dr. W/s difcription, 
muft be perfect. Surely, thofe moral qualifications 
with which they were boro, and on the ground of 
which they were ‘ceremonially purifiad,’ were iiei- 
ther annihilaitccl, nor tlimiiiillicJ-, by tlyt efficacious 
purification. For our author teaches us to confider 
the prieftly work of clcanfing an infant, as a verjf 
great benefit.® But, for an infant to obiaiifa facerdo- 
tal purification from (our author hiniLIl knows not 
what) ceremonial pollution, at the cxpencc of its 
qualifications, .would be, not a benefit, but an in- 
jury j not an honouf, but a difgrace. 


* Peefint 
1679^. 
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Nor yet, by naturnily unqualified^ can he confiftcnt- 
ly mean, their being incapable of performing thofe 
7ne7ital operations v/hich arc fpecified in the eucharifti- 
cal ftatiite, and in the apoftolic -precepts refpe^ting a 
due obfcrvancc of the ordinance. This, however, 
feems to be his meaning; becaiife in the next page 
he fays: ‘To cat the Lord’s fiippcr, implies the per- 
‘ fonnance of a religious daiy^ with the excrcife of the 
‘ underftanding, judgment, apd memory, of which an 
‘infant is not capable^.’ Granted: but is it not 
evident, that an equal incapacity attends infants, with 
regard to repentance, and faith, and a nrofeflion of 
them previous to baptifm? For a i^ememhrance .oi 
Clirift Is not more plainly required by the law of the 
Lord’s flipper, than Icl'uving is in the baptifmal ftatute. 
Nor are difeerning the Lord^s hody^ and felf’-examina^ 
tion^ more clearly enjoined by Paul, with reference to 
the holy fupper ; than believing with all the heart is 
demanded by Philip, when under a fpccial divine di- 
rection, relative to baptifm f ♦ — If, then, my opponent 
think it his duty to perform the faccrdotal work of pu* 
infants, though they have not the Icaft ^exer» 

^ cife of the underftanding, judgment, and memory 
why may he not meet ilie fame infants, when approach- 
ing ‘ the ho]y .(iItar* todifeharge another branch of his 
prieftly fundtion ? This might more efpeclally be ex-- 
pedted from Dr. W.; bccaufe, according to his hypo- 
thcfis, infants would not only come to ‘the holy altar,’ 
invefted with a plenitude of moral qualifications; but 
alfo in a ftate of coin\Acte^e?rmonial purity. Inward- 

ly full of excellent moral qualities.; outwardly free 
from evTry (]>ecies of ritual pollution ! Now, oiimorcil 

•? Vol. II. 250. ' t Matt.'xxviii. 19. Markxvi. 15, r6. 
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and analogical grounds, of which Dr. W. is extreme- 
ly f aiJ, v/hat more can he poiUbly want ? Bur, per- 
€-ivi ig thell* grounds to be incoiivxnicnt in thepre- 
fejit cale, he adopts ofir conduit^, and has recourfe to 
pjfitive precepts. 

To <>jit t'?c LQ"d\f!;hprr^ ‘mplu’s the pcrformnfu'c of a 
rehgieus duty, 'Fruc, if icltrietcd to duly qualified 
: and iS r'*ot repentfir^u^ iv't P>'oJhpJhir fiiith 
in the Son of (iod, prewnus to baptifin, reprefented 
HI th." New refbinent as religious dutit:;3?' is it the 
dury of a Chriftian miniller, (>n being rcqucfled by 
duly qualified pcrfjiis, to b.iptizc them, without its 
bwjjig the duty of fuch perfons to be baptized? Or, 
can any adminiftrator be obliged to baptize tbofe who 
arc under no obligation fo be baptized ? Dr. W. ought 
not, whatever others in^y, think or (iiy, to deny this j 
becjufe he maintains, as v/c have aLcady fecn, that it 
is I'.icumhent — yes, incumbent on every unbaptized 
perfon, in a Chi idian country, J:o b baptized. 

Infants have a legal rights or a rignt founded in di- 
vine law, to the facred Jnpper', yrt are naturally . 
UNQUALIFIED for it, i>ut did not our Great Law- 
giver .appoint the qualifications, when he ordained the 
rite itfclf? Or, did he iiiflitute the folcnn iVrvice for 
thofe who are not qii.ili;ied according ft) Ins appoint- 
ment? Thofe, we may venture to fay, and thofe on- 
ly, for whonj the ordiniiiice v/as intended^ can h.ave a 
title to it: nor can any have ‘a ley^al right,’ except 
thofe who are included in the eucharifticnl ftatute. 
How, then^ is this rights or that intmtiion^ to be known, 
refpecfing individirals j.iinlcfs by tomp?aing tluir ap- 
parent qual'licatiQdis with thofe pi(.fcribed in the law 
of inRltu:r>n, rnd in the apoflohe precepts concern- 
ijig it — .‘v.n thofe to which Dr. . adverts r Het 
migiV: as well have airertcJ, that the male infants of 
Y 5 the 
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the ancient) unprofdyted OentilcSj had a If^gal right 
to circumcifion ; though, as being the children of 
idolatrous Pagans, they were nnqiiaUficd for it. It re- 
mains for our author to prove, whenever he conde- 
feends to ‘take anotlior turyd with us, that God ever 
conferred on one or another a legal right to anv reli- 
gious ordinance of a pofitive kind^ for which the per- 
Ibn, Vv'hile poflcilingahat right, was naturally 
unqualified. His reafoning, however, proceeds on that 
idea, as if -it were a notorious and ftubborn fadt. 
Whereas, qualified is a relative term, and refers to 
fome rule as the ftandard by which to jitdge. But a 
rule, in this cafe, is a divine law, Now^, that any p^jr- 
fon fliould have a legal right, Gr in fiance, to the holy 
flipper, while tlic law of that »vcry inftitute confiders- 
him as naturally unqualified for it, is a contradic- 
tion. Bccaufe it is in cfFecl faying, That he has, by 
divine law, liberty of partaking,, even wdiile that very 
law forbids him to partake. 

My opponent, relative to Infant communion, hav-^ 
^ing contrafted lavjful v/ith expedient ; fhou! J he again 
enter the polemical field, plant his cannons, and adt 
the hero, in ‘confronting, breaking, and routing’ every 
oppofing phalanx, muft ‘demonftratc;’ That the Eter- 
nal Sovereign has granted to minifters the liberty of 
withholding from infants, for a courfe of years, a pofitive 
ordinance to vvhich he has given them a ; egal right* 
Or, in other words, lie muft evince, that, in this cafe 
imiverfelly, and in every fucceeding age of the Chrif- 
tian church, human prudence and himzn expediency- 
are to be regarded, in oppofition to divine author! ty^ 
as expreffing itfelf in pofitive law. If thefc particulars, 
be not proved by Dr. W., he muft either adminiftcr 
tlic holy fupper to infants \ acknowledge they have 
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not a legal title to it j or cealb, in hi$ own worc}i>, to 
be a ‘ confluent Picdobaptili:/ 

Having, in P itdoBapufm Examined^ produced a long 
quotation from the famous Mr. Hknrv ArN S'.voiiTH, 
adapted to fliow how cafy it is for a pei ion of genius 
to evade the pofitivelaws of God, if reafuung on morab 
principles and from analogy be^aJmitted ; I obferved, 
that if fuch a courfe of argument be legitimate, Ains- 
worth’s mock, apology for Jerobo:iin is unaiiAverablc. 
Upon which my opponent (.‘xdaliris: ‘ W'^hat ! can- 
‘ not ulolat^j^ that fiiperbitivcly dcfclLible moral evil, 
^,be condem!icd oij moral grounds ? Would this abo- 
**mination, thisfpiritual whoredom, rhir root of all evif, 
< be an innocent thing, then, were it nrxpojitive/y pro- 
^ hib’ted ? Credat Judeu$*d — But tins exclamation, 
and thefe queries, are wide of the tnark. For the 
reafoning of Ainsworth, as quoted by me, n.rpecls 
thofe appointments of Jehovah, and ihoCe only, that 
were of a pofttivs kind; nor lias it the lead regiird to 
a fidje ohjedl of adoration, as mv opponent wouli in- 
linuate. Yes, Ainsworth re^refents Jeroboam as 
pleading his caufe thus : ‘ 7'iie akcrailori that ! luivt* 
‘ made, is in matters oi circianjlanzc^ things merely 
^ remoniaf whereof there is no exprefs^ certain, oi per- 
‘ minent law o-iven us of God; and which aie var}* 
*• CihU^ as ti.ne, place, and perfoii, giw:: Ovcaib.ji, and 
^ luth as good kings have clir.riged b-eforc me, and 
‘ have b een blamcLfs. Aral, hi d, for vac place where 
‘ Cjod is to be worshipped, which many v\oulJ now 
^hzvzvX^Jerujalem onl/, 1 find the praelicc of Abra- 
‘ ham — and the leathers following, to be far otherwifu: 
‘ — lb tins fupcrfiition of tying God to one place was 
‘ not hatched in their days — li is not fo material when 
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‘ wc do worfhip, as whom we do worfli ip, and with 
^%vhai ajfcllion: for God is near, in all times and 

* places, to' all that call upon him in truth — To go to 
‘ Jerufalern, it may prove perilous: fare, it is over- 
‘ much for the people that dwell aflir off — May, and 
‘ ought not every prince anti people to ferve God in 
‘their own country? Was there any before me that 
‘ might not do it ? and'-ani I more in bondage than all ? 
‘ Befides — Rthoboam — counteth me and my people 
‘ rebels \ and lfhc can get me within his dominion, he 
‘ v/ill furely cut off my head, and the heads of many 
‘ more, And doth God, who defreih Trier cy rather 
‘ than facrlfice^ require of men thus to — endanger their 
‘ livTS — only for acircurnflance of place r — The wor- 
‘ fliip that here we perform unto God, is, for the fub-^ 
^ ftance^ the fame that liimfelf co’jimandcd by MoleSt 
‘ Wc Ihvve thrfme Cod t!ta: brought us up out of 
^ die land of ’’ gypt — We liold the main article of our 
‘ Mcffiah to come — If here it be faid, we do againft 
‘ Go J, in making thefe golden figures, becaufe he for- 
‘ bidJ-rth graven images to be rhade : the anfwer is 
^ eafy. God’s meaning is, not to forbid all images 
‘ fimply; but only /A/r, that have divine worfli ip done 
‘ unto then: — Xet feme — think, that I give the ho- 
‘ nour to them, that is due to the eternal and bluffed 
‘ God himfelf-4-But, were I fo minded, I fhould be 

* indeed more brutifh than a calf myfelf— Matters of 
* faith^ and ioEinnts fundamental — may in no wife be 
‘ corrupted ; but ceremonies are variable, and circum* 
‘ fiances may be changed upon every .juft occafion^^ 
—-and fo on. 

That Jeroboam is charged with idolatry, is a faft; 
but, from thefe outlines of Ainsworth’s mock apo- 
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logy for him, the reader may clearly perceive, that the 
defence refpefts thofc particulars only which were of 
merely pojitive appointment — clrctmijlantial matters, 
that were variable, miglit be varied, the apologift 
fays, on « every juft occauoa/ 'Vh: quotation tlicre- 
fore was Jiret^tJy to my purpofe ; and, in a particular 
manner fo, with reference to Dr. v.lio pleads, that 
fpnn'Jin^-, pouring, and imir-n uon, arc circumft'xnces 
ofhaptifnal adminiftrafion; and that either one or an- 
other oftliofe afftions may be performed, according to 
the clrcumjianccs of an adminiflrator, or*of a candidate. 
-—My opfjpncnt, i perceive, poiiell'cs no fmall fhare 
that^confunimatc prudence’ wiiichhc aferibes tons. 
He, therefore, both in this, and in a multitude of 
other cafes, verv ‘ tcndcrlv touches’ what he could not 
anfwer*, even though he boaft of having given ‘a 
^full reply’ to my book. 

I ihall, to avoid prolixity, conclude this Chapter 
with the following extract from a zealous anonymous 
Psetlobaptift, who avows himfclf a cui dial friend ro 
Inf lilt communion; and who, pcih:ips, may teach our 
author conriitc!icy, rcrpecting that aiFair. l"hus, thrn^ 
the anonymou- writer: ^ Infants were admired in the. 
‘primitive cPurch to the Lord’s fupperj but in lut- 
‘ er times luive been excluded by Uicipirit of i'-ipeiy, 

‘ and ftill continue to be fo in Reformed cliurches^ 

‘ without i^y fuflicient rcafon, SupC'eftition, as it is 
‘a weakntF, is the only excufc for them, I'heir 
‘ practice in general, in their adurifiions to commu- 
‘ nion, is a proof that ^they lean .towards tranfub- 
ftaiitiatioii ; though .in v/ord.s they deny it. Every 
‘ Dul, according t* their fiumber, in every family of 
‘ the jews, ate cl* the pafibver, or pafchal lamb. See. 

‘ Exod. xii. 4*.’ 

* Ei^ht /Ufivcistn E.gbi p, 5. 
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On the Utility and Importance of ai rcpre^-^ 

fentccihy D>\ IP\ 

K 

T hat Cliriflian baptifin is both uf-ful and im- 
portr.nt,' * urc ib no rcafon to doubt; but I 
have long fuipccLcd that, from the time of^CypRIA^^• 
to the prefent PsedobaptiRs have almofl: univciY 
folly aferibed a degree of utility and of impoi tance ter 
the appointment, which divine Revelation docs not 
warrant, roi'pedting any defcription of fubjedls', or any 
mode of adminiftration, whateveV*'^. It feom:., indeed^ 
as if fcarccly any aulher could take up his pen to vin- 
dicate Infant fprinkling>v/ithoiit attributing more con-, 
fcqucnce to tli.it ceremony, than tlr^ ApoRlcs do to 
piia;itivc bapiifiiK Fvum an impuULUon of this kind^ 
my opponent himlllf is not completely free. No; 
whether you cojiful:!* the idea of privilege^ or that of 
as coniieCLcd v/kh baptifn, the reprefentation . 
which he has given is not, I think, to be juftified; as. 
the following particulars pcrliaps may ftlow. 

The idea ol jprmikge is, by him, conne£led with, 
baptifm, in a great variety of v/ays. It is vdry ftrongly 
included, for inihince, in thofe numerous deferipthe 
charaHers which he gives of the ordinance. Baptifm 
is by him denominated, ‘ The right [rite] of a regu- 
^ lar cntranceinto [Chrift’s] family apd fervice — The. 
‘♦Chriftian purification — The profeI}^ing ordinance 
^^The cleanfing rite~A confirmation of the tefta- 

.Sc« T^ibbap^ Vol. II. p. n S — j 6 1 . 
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i PI •:•',)/ ’ ^ — ' he rire of ii'jmiilioii into ihi ani- 

‘ vrr< ' ','!•■ i) - v:i onlin.uK'c of d.-lioation — A feal 

^ ; > Mi-oniifj—A oorifinr.iiig token ofiriitia* 

* t' ’ r t ' t'r It fiVtc vvh 'rein \vc nnr/ fiy, The Lord is 

‘ oiJ\ c/ /, auJi'ivf are iiis pr:,pL — tiod's conhrining 
‘!‘d lo trntl’i :’ j(l contains of rive yofp.;l — I'lio 
^ badge of onr l?o<: .vligion — I'he K al wlncb lUithenti* 
< r.?*/\rthoif ivat; u [ cxlhbit jlin the Irav 'i:iv charter,] 
‘ in the moil- i ' nr (n#i vocal f'Vin — '\ lie hrjuJ fad of 
^heaven — "h' lo'ditur'J I'ruli the temple of 
‘•means — "-'m j fad [of] the div'ir '• r — and fo 
on. — By dhs reprtlentra it'll one is !ui to fifpcCi, th.it 
there wonhl have been but little rcef'n to credit the 
doctrines of divine gieicc, or to roV ( n -iie premifesof 
heavenly mercy, h.^I it not been lor beptilin ; I'ofcf, 
the ‘ Chriftian purj[icatiotVA>r ‘ the cijanling ritt !* 
For that, according to our author, /’va' , a:> 

TfiENTiCATES the Avhole ! Ofllirib ihinys he fpeahs 
with as much freqacncy, familiarity, arvd cvirtihiice, 
as if they had been writt'-n in the New 'iVft.ini'ent 
with a fun-beam ; or as if they had barn u;ii/eria!ly 
taken for granted. Yet v. h.rre, I Je.;.,’,]- 

in that facred Volume, does he fiml Ids allirtions 
yewfied 

The privileges and horours conferred on baptized 
aerfons, as fuch, arc, according to him, greatly diver- 
fified. Such perfons, for inOance, \vhcthcr adults or 
nfiints, bear a nciu and an exalted chara,da\ Hii«i 
anguage is; ‘ Am I a baptized peifon ? — tie [GodJ 
hath put his o'lvn na^e upon me: and his language^ 
in effedi, xi^l will he thy GW, th 7 Father^ THY 
ever lajling portion — "rhis invaluable blciling [of fal- 
vation] is diredfced to me iy namc^ ever lincc I have 

* \M. i. 136, 2ZC, 265, zHif 342, 367, 4CI. Vcl. If. 242, 
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‘ borne the name of my Saviour^ received at my bap- 
< tifm — Hate I from a child borne the name of Chrijlf 
‘ Is not this a great honour ? — Baptized ones [are] 

^ Chrijliam in napsie and calihig^,^ ‘ 

They Jland in a variety of the moft important and 
honourable relations. Thus he fpeaks : ‘ I'he holy 

* God, is the God of thy infancy ^ the^oly SaV^iour, is 
^ the Saviour of thy infancy ; tlie Indy diurch, is the 

* houfc of thy infancy ; the holy angels, are the guards 

* of thy iiifancy ; and thy holy baptifm was a folcmn 

* and exprefs entrance on all thefe holy relations and 

* connections — Excellent arc the following, [words], 

* of Mr. Henry — Be thankful that you [a Chriftian , 
‘ parent] have a child admitted^froinits hirth^ into the 

* befom of the churchy and UNDjER the wing of 
^ THE DIVINE Majesty f.’ 

They arc entitled to the means ef grace. Mr. James 
Peirce, v/hen defending Infant communion, having 
afkcd ; To what fugle privilege in the church are bap» 
tized infants admitted? ‘Dr. W, anfwers, ‘ In the 
‘ words of Paul, Much every way\ chiefly, becaufe 
‘ that unto them are coimnitted the oracles of God~^ 
'Thcprornlfc is theirs i and, in covenant rights every 
‘ PRIVILEGE thereunto belonging, of which they are 
^ capable and fuiti‘.b!a fubjctfts — If the gcfpel be a 
‘ privilege to fallen man, its diredtion [by baptifm] 

‘ to ME IN PARTfcuLAR,y;j;;W, fealcd^ 2 mA ^eliveredy 
^ inuft be a mcH fingular bkiling — Our children, as 
^ the children of the covenant and baptized^ have a 
^peculiar right to the means of converfion. To il- 
^ luftrate and confirm this point, kt [itj be confidcr- 
t ed, {That] the oracles of God werd committed to 
‘ the Jews, and this upon the account of circumcifton 

^ Vol II. 268,. 269, 27^, 307, 335. t Voi. II. 309* 3 ^ 3 * 
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< — Tkcy OWED THEIR BiSLE to circrmdjiofi — Our 
‘ infonts, therefore^ being, according to our prin- 
‘ ciples, in covenant with God, are entitled to the 
‘ Bible, and alL the contents thereof— 
‘ The mirujlers^ the difpenfers of this word, are, upon 
‘ the account oF church-memberfhip, theirs^ with all 
‘ their gifts, graces, and labours — Perfons, therefore, 

< [that are not] members of j(ie church, lye commoji 
^ with the reft of the weKyrM^Jhut out of this enclofure 
‘ — [and] can claim no covenant right or title to any 
‘ fpi ritual advantage from them— But our children. 

* even from infancy, by our principles, are entitled by 
Sa covenant right to all thofe precious emoluments 
^ which accrue therefrom 

All fpiritual hlcjjm^ are fcaled to thejfu ‘ Was I 
^ baptized in infancy .V-rWas I pointed out by namCy 

* while an infant, as an intended fervant of the King 

< of glory? — Was I then, fo betimes, called to holi^^ 

< nefs ? — Was I, when an hf'jplefs infint, guilty and 
‘ polluted, ADOPTED iy ?ny heavenly Father^ to the 
‘ intent that fin might not have dominion over me ? 
« —is there any propriety in the ruppofition — [that] 

* becaufw infants have not a^ffual faith, -tTicrefjre their 

* jUfiificathn cannot be [by buptifm] foaled ? — Was 

baptized in infancy? — H.iw higifly have I been. 
‘ honoured, how greatly benefited ? ^For from that 
Nearly pencil has the pardon of hih free jdlvatmiy. 

* eternal Ufe^ with every nnu covenant blejjwg^ been 
^fealed to mf— A m 1 a baptized perfon ? I'htn to 

* ME is hflJ forth the r^>vfiion of all my fun — An I 
^ placed in his churc h -by buptifm ? — Lven to me ire 
‘ the following words directed — Thou hajlmade me t9 

f VoL IL Z55, Z56, 283, 3i4, 325. 
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^ferve with thy fim^ thou haft wearied me with thine 
^iniquities* /, (O wonderhil retaliation!) erjen I 
‘ am he who bkitcth out TfiY tranfgrejjlons for mine 
^ own fiike^ and will not rememler thy fini — Let me 
• the covenant” privil-.'ges of infcnts as truly iin- 

^ portant, and their baptifmal dedication to (iod, vvl o 
‘ condefconds to b? frail ng to them his rlced of 

‘^^i'^afolenin fervicc'* ~rhe nil- ^bflk'icnt (toJ, (nov/ 

^ fhall I exprefs rr^, f if?) JEFIOv AH nrvrs 
‘ SELF TO MI-;. Aftonifhlnrx conv vance ! I will he 
‘ THY God, Lys he ! Ke ronfirmy it with liis oathy 
‘•and ratifies it with his fval — If it be not n truth, that 
‘ I ^ baptized perfon am privileged v/ich tliis cov;.- 
‘ nant grant, 1 will be rwY God ;tbc : I may quellion 
^whether the fun ever fl)om upO‘.i Brit rn on afunmier^s 
Baptifin feals the j roinifa of God’s being to 
^ ME a Gody fays Mr. Henry, and that is greatly eii- 
‘ couraging ; but Infant baptifin encrcafcth tiic cii- 
‘ couragement, as it assures me cf Goas bein^ the 
^ God of my fathersy and the God of my infa-'.cy — Am f 
‘ a baptized perfon ? — Arc the biefiings fclcd by bap- 
^ ■tifm, great, glorious, infinite, eternal resides ? The 
‘ love cf the r ather, the atonement and grace of tlie 
‘•Son, the influences and Lllovvihip of the Spirit ? 

‘ Prefent peace and future glory ? Prefent pardon and' 
<^evcrlafting life ? Then, have I given thofe blefiings 
‘'held forth in the promife, zni fealed to me by bap- 
^ tifm, a fuitable reception ?— Lord, didft thou find’ 
‘'tne out,— caufc thine exceeding great and precious 
‘ promife of mercy, forgivenefs and righteoufnefs, thy 
‘ good Spirit and eternal life, to terminate cn my /«- 
‘•yi/wry ?— Didft thou confer a legal rift to thefe 
‘ fpiritual and everlafting blefiings, by a deed of gifty 
^PIRECTEDx SJCN£D^ SEALER, and MLIYERED /o 
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‘ ME, for my ufe and fervice,. when I dcferved no* 
‘ pity** 

The utility of Ik^ant haptiffn is greatly fuperior fit 
that of adult baptifm, ‘ Were I baptized but this 
‘ day, there would be an encouraging ground of faith> 

‘ that the proinife is unto ftgnedy f ceded ^ and 

‘ liver ed\ but wlren I conlider that this foundation of- 
‘ faith, the exhibited promife^ has been laid, and ap^ 

^ propriated fr aiy ujisy in ijifancy j that the charter 
‘ of conveyance has been inconteftibly*fcalcU, almoft 
‘ as foon as I came into exigence,, it is a fuperadded^ 

encouragiement— J 'he nature of the gofpeI,griint is 
^ fuch, that the longer it Jimds as a matter of record^, 
' in favour of the party baptized, the Jl l onger and more 
‘ indubitable becomes^his title to the things granted ; 

‘ wherefore, . the confideratiou ( f. my being baptized 
‘ in my infancy, is a circumfiancc of encouragement 
‘ to faith~The encouragement, to faith. is abundant 
‘ every moment, to a returning finncr, — but it is more. 
‘ abundant in proportion to the early date when the 
‘ title was figned and fcded — ^Infant baptifm has the 
‘ advantage. over adult baptifm, in promoting repent^. 
‘ cmce^ or godly forrow for fin i / 

Infant baptifm is a very great benefit. ‘ If to be 

• dedicated to God in baptifai when afh infant, was not 
‘ a privilege, what was ? — When my ungrateful heart 
‘ is ready fay, What profit is there in Infant bap^ 

‘ tifm? Let it again refleft; what profit is there ia 
‘ adult baptifm which is not more than counterbalanced 

• by the former ?-^I w^JS [when baptized] added to 
‘ the church— i wa§ then conjiituted a viftble member 

• of Chrlfl — wifs then put in the way I Jhould go^ ' 
^ 1 was then vifibly ingrafted into Chrifl^Av^ not thefe- 

• Voh, II. 30.7, 308. Vol. J. 169. Vol, II, 299,272, 27^, 
339, 285, 295, 275, 296. t ^'<^1- fl- A94, 295, 296, 301.. 

‘ higlt 
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• high privileges ?— This time of my espousals, was 
^ indeed a time of unmerited,, unfolicited love. From 

♦ a ftate of dijlance I was brought near. From a 
^Jiranger I was made a fellow^citizen with the faints^ 
‘ and of the houfehold of God 

He further teaches, that baptifm 'is the fource of 
tnerous and very important duties. For thus he fpeaks: 

‘ From^Chriftianbaptifip results i^tohligation [to}' 
< — repentance — to deftroy the< 3 ody of fin — of new- 

* nefs of life, and heavenly mindednefs — of an inviola- 

* ble attachment to Chrift — of filling up the place of 
‘ departed Chrifi-ians— of waiting for the promife cf 
‘ the Spirit — of an abfolute devotednefs to the grace'- 
‘ and foverCign will of God, Father, Son, and Holy 
‘ Ghoft f.’ — My reader is defired carefully to obferve, 
that our author exprcfsly rcprefents the obligation to 
all thefe duties as resulting from a participation 
of baptifm : fo that no one is under any obligation of 
this kind, if not baptized 1 Of fuch a fyftem of pri- 
vileges, of honours, and of duties, as refulting merely 
from a ‘ clcanfing rite ’ — z ‘ ceremonial purification,’ 

I never before heard ! Yet this is Dr. W.’s opinion t 
In comparifoii with our author’s noble and en- 
larged view of bl^elHngs conferred on infants through 
their ‘ ceremonial purification how jejune and mean 
is Hooker’s reprefentation of baptized ‘ innmts, as 

‘ being in the*/;;/? degree of their ghojUy %otion 
^ wards the a^uld habit of faith J !’ Nay, were 
with Dr. Good vV IN and others, to conuder baptifm, 
when conferred on infants,, under tht .no’ioit of an 
earmark; or, with Mr. Pirie, under that of a 
mark in the eorehead ; it would by no means 

IT. 300, 301. t Yoi. X. 13 1^135,* } blecle-- 

Jhftkal Polity) B. V. § 64, equal 
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equal our author’s view of the honours and happinefe 
rcfullinj from it. 

Of th.fe very extraordinary particulars let us now take 
a fhort review, ancf make a few ftri^tures upon tiiein. 
Be it obferved, then, that my opponent here fpeaks of 
perfons, wh.ther converted or unconverted, whether 
adults or infants, merely laptlzed. Now, to all fach 
ho aferibes the honouiablo ch^nicfer of Christians 
in nnrne and calling, •Beine; ChriiKan^-, not only in 
nanti;^ but alio in callhig^ it may b-j ;d‘tli::t they 

are r^ '^cii TaLcd. — Some time ago I was a little fur- 
prifej to li'id my opponent f) much ^ enamoured’ with 
l){\ Johnson’s conduct in expiaiiii. :g theterm bapt}%Cy 
by the vvord chrij{cn\ bat now i p. revive lie conliders 
both iidints and aduks as made Ch, ijVtani-^ ‘in name 
^ and calling,’ when tk#/ ra*e ‘ ceremonially puiificd.’ 

He a.fcrib'js to baptized perfens the moft intcrrjllng 
relations, I'hey are iheinbcrs of the vifihle thurci— 
vlfibU members of y.lhrijl — viflly engrafted into Chriji 
— io Cidriji — and adotded by iheT^ivinc Father* 
Surely, theii, it niay be conclude d, that none of them 
are the children of %V7'ath', that not^nn individual a’cong 
them is an enemy to God; and that are ^{[called 
out of the world. 

He confiders them as inveftoJ wifli peculiar claims^ 
They are entitled to ufe the Bible^ a/id all the means of 
grace of which they are capable. Nay, -they are war- 
ranted, with appropriation and confidence, to fay; The 
Lord is OUR God,, and we are His people. It may 
therefore be concluded^ that i *(0 u 7ihaptized perfon has 
any title to read his Bible. No; a perfon muft be pu- 
rified from his uncleannef', by (bme prieft or other^ 
before he poflefs a legal claim to tlie ud* of that facred 
Volume, or to feck advantage from any of its con- 
tents ! For any one to read the Bible, while in his 

unpurified 
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nnpurified ftate, feems in the eye of Dr. W, to be very' 
much like the condudl of a Jew eating his common 
meals with itnwajhed bands^ In the eftimate of an an- 
cient Pharifce. Nay, according to this new dodtrintv 
there is reafon for painful fufpicion, wdieiher any have 
a legal title to pray, to fing the praifes of God, or to 
hear the gofpel, previous to their having received ^ the 
* cleanfing rite.’ But, ro fooner has a prieft fprinkled 
the water of purification upoh them ; or, in other 
words, no former have their perfons ^ a conta^lion’ 
with the purifying clement; than with confidence they 
may lift up their eyes to heaven and fay; The Lord h 
quR Gody and we are his people! \ 

To all thofe who have received the prleftly purifica- 
tion, Dr. W. aferibes privileges and benefits in abun- 
dance. To them, be afl'ures ufr, the blejjings of falva^ 
tionare direHed Bv name — lliey are adopted by the 
Divine Father — To each of them God fpeaks and 
feys ; 4 I tirn he hlotteth out thy tranfgrefi 
fionSy and will not remember thy fins — Pardon of fm 
and juftification are fealed to them— JIl fpiritual ble/f 
ings arc fealed to them — Jehovah fays to each of them, 
I will be TH'i 'G od^ THY Father^ and thy cverlajling 
portion — To every baptized perfon, the all-fufficient 
God, even jEHbvAH, gives himfclf. I will be thy 
God^ fays he; confirms it with an oath, and ratifies it 
with his fcal. hlay, if it bs not a truth that' a perfon as 
baptized^ is privileged zvith Jehovah being to him a 
God, it may be qujliomd whether the fun has ever yet 
Jhone upon Britain. It muft, therefore,, be equally 
certain, either that every baptized perfon flrall be fi- 
nally fiived *, or that the dot*!:! ine of pei fevcrance in 
grace to glory is a fiilion. For, in the New Cove- 
nant, Jehovah engages to pardon the fins’ and renew 
the heai ts of all tliofe to whom he is a Gody and whom 

he 
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he acknowledges as hh people Nay, an Apoftle in- 
forms us, when fpcaking ofthc ancient patriarchs, that 
Jehovah ^ould have been ajhamed to avow himfclf 
their God^ and thetr portion, as he did, if he had not 
prepared for them a cclcftial city\, Becaufc, as Dr. 
Doddridge on the place obferves ; ‘ if he had done 
‘ nothing more for them than he did here on earth, it 
* would have been beneath his dignity to have profefT- 
^ ed that relation; as fhe title naturally imports fome- 
^ thing p'eai iind excellent^ far beyond ^hat thefe pa- 
‘ triarchs received, and indeed what any can pojftbly 
‘ receive yi this mortal ftate.’ 

Arc you defirous of knowing, hy what kind of 
dt'gal injlrument all thefe honours, privijeges, and 
blellings are conferred on the happy fubje^fs of cere- 
monial purification? Div W. exprcfsly informs us, 
that it is by a Deed of Gift.— Should a u*oub]e- 
fome doubt, refpedling the divine authenticity of this 
grant, arife in tlie mind of any perfon that has beca 
purged from his impurity, being brought into ‘ a 
‘ ftatc of wetnefs my opponent has kindly made pro- 
vifion for its removal. This deed of gift, he aflUres. 
us, .is DIRECTED, SIGNED, s E A r K 1 DEIJ VERJiD 
to each happy fobject of ‘ceremonial purification by 
‘ water/ So that the v/hole of tiiis,traiifaiStion takes 
place in due form of law. Nor is any thing ncceffary, 
as he elfewhere informs us,, to the actual pollcfiion of 
this divine patent of fpiritual privileges, even in pro- 
fligate adults, befides a willbigncf to accept ‘ the 
‘ clcanfing rite/ Nay, to render that acceptance as 
cafy and'pleafimt as poflible,. our author informs us,, 
that a candidate* for thelc prerogatives,, emoluments, 
and immunities, has the mode of purification entirely 
at his option. 

• Hcb. viii. 8 — 13. Jer. xxxi. 31 — 34. f Ihb. xi. 16. 

Such 
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Such are the character and ftafe, the honour and 
happiikfs, of baptized pcrfons iji general! but, as to 
thofe that were purified in their inf^incy^ t^eir privi- 
leges arc manifellly fuperior. For, Infant baptiftn 
aflar.-s m ? that Jehovah was the God of wy father 
no Icfs than that he is mine ; and tlience I mey fafely 
conclude upon the fir.jl happinefs of iny anceftors. — • 
baptifni atforjs a granger fcundatlon for faith. 
Bec.:.ufi ‘ the nature of tnc gofpc! grant is fuch, that 
• the longer it ftands a n?arter of record/ in a parifh 
regifter, * in favour of the party baptized i the Jironger 
‘ and more indunltahle becomes his title to t/ic things 
granted.’ Whence it is dear as demonftration itfclf, 
on our author’s principles,, that Ifaac, for Inftancc, had* 
a much ‘ftroriger and more indubitabk title’ to the 
bleflings promifed by a gracKius God, than his.father 
Abraham had; the former being circumcifed foon after 
hh bitth ; but the latter when he was an old man. It 
is equally evident, that n:y opponent and all his child- 
ren, have a ‘ STRONGER"i?f'i:/ more indubitable* tille to 
the bledoigs grunted, than any of the primitive Gen- 
tile converts had. Becauic none can fappofe that 
they received tip. ‘ Chriftian purification’ in their in- 
fancy ; which, I prefume, was the cafe with Dr. W. 
and his ofFspring.^ — But, were our author uniformly 
to a6l upon this principle, he would never willingly 
poftponc the purification of an infant until it w^as eight 
days or a mouth old. No 5 if pofBblc, he would per- 
form the prieftly rite immediately after its birth ; left 
procrafti nation fiiould enfeeble its title to numerous 
bleflings of the moft important kind. 

Bcfidcs, for any one cf mature age to refleif on 
that purification which a priefl:, at the requeft of his 
parents, performed upon him while incapable of moral 
agency y is much more likely to excite and promote re- 
pentance 
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pentance for ftn ; thua liniiLu of refi.‘( 5 lion, 

and for the fame purpue, in 0-;^* nat w;s baptized at 
his own dcfire, upon a ibletnn piufjlimi of ivprni; nee 
and faith. For viio can be ignorant, that a j^rnvijcal 
departure from the import of a religious rite, that v/as 
performed upon us without our and even 

without our knowledge ; is much more likely to :ifTi!v 5 l 
the confciencc, and flafti coiividtion, than reflci^fing 
upon an equal degree^ of dif^cJieiicc relative to the 
fame pofitive inftitute, after becoming, the fubjefts of 
it at our own requell, as a branch of mdifpi'idlble 
duty to jefus Chriil *? To doubt, here, is to qutftion 
tile truth of our author’s demonftrations. 

* Dr. W. fpeaks in a fimllar, though not in fo ftrong 
a manner, when comparing the circumcifion of iai- 
fants, with that of adults, under the former Difpenfa- 
tioii. Conftraiiied, liowcver, by the force of truth 
and the di<Sfatcs of common fwiife, he makes the fol- 
lowing conceffions. ^ It is true, there were, in the 
‘ [ciiciimciilon of adults,] fome advantageous c\vc\xm^ 
^ ftanccs. Thci adult had an opportunity of teJUfying 
‘ his afl'ent, belief, and fubmillion. He had the ad^ 
‘ vaniage of devout preparation, by and fading. 
‘ And on the foJeinn occafion of performing the duty, 
f he was capable of refletSfing on its nature^ defign and 
^ obligations. And, in fliort, ail his life after he could 
‘ [do] no Icfs than recollcdt his peiIsonal engage ^ 
‘ inents,^ He, however, immediately adds : ‘ But 
‘ thefe circumdances of partial advantage, were rnore 
^ than counterbalanced others app.ertaining to Infants. 
‘ The lalter, for inftapee, had the important privilege 
^ of being ?nucb longer (their age being equal) viiibly 
‘ related to God and his people.’-— But whatever might 

See Vcvd'jbop, Exavi* Vul. II. p. 149— 157* 

be 
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be the privilege which they poffeffed, iieir circumci- 
fioa was exprefsly appointed by Jehovah. Belldcs, 
their vifible relation to God and his people, could not 
have the leaft influence upon their hearts, while inca- 
pable of moral agency. — He proceeds; ^ From infan- 
‘ cy, [they] had a right to all the other church 
^privileges as they grew capable,’ True: nor had 
the male pofterity of Abraham a legal right to fecular 
privileges — :io, nor even to th;e continuance of life 
itfelf, without being circiimcifed"'^. But from what 
part of the New Teftament does it appear, that a /r- 
giol claim to any natural or civil enjoyment depends 
on our being baptized? Or, to what branch of holy 
worlhip, except the Lord’s fupper, is an unbaptized 
perfoii dellitute of a legal right, which might be fup- 
plied merely by his being baptized? But^ in order to 
fupport Infant fprinkling, it is judged neceflary by Dr, 
W'. to place Chriftlan baptifm on the fame foundation 
with Jewiih circumcifion, refpefbing the conveyance 
of legal right ; although there is but one particular in 
which it anfvverp, and that is the flicred fupper. — Our 
author ftill proceeds : ‘ Initiatory rites, from their 
^ very nature, designed to inf,ucnce every fubfe^ 
‘ quent moment of life, as well as the time of celebra- 
* tion does this apply to the circumci* 

fion of infants ? His argument is manifeftly guilty of 
Felo de fe. Yof it is plain that, without a miracle, the 
moments of a new-born infant’s life cannot, by bap- 
tifm, be influenced in a moral fenfe, either at the hour 
of adminiftration, or for a courfe of time afterward: 
and, therefore, the inftitute undey our notice was not 
defigned for infants. 

♦ Gen. xvli. 14. t Vul. II; 264, 26^. Compace p. 291, 
5192. 

Oniie 
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Once more : Baptifm, it fecms, is a fruitful fiiirce 
of duties, as well as of benefits* Yes, according to 
Dr. W., iiifants wltcii puriiicd wxz called to holincfs : 
and he fuTwr .T teaches, that ‘ fiom Chriftiau baptifm 
‘^rcfults ^ — not nrgurnents, metives, inducements, but 
the OiH.iCA i':v to rc])entancc,’ and fo on. 
Whereas, all ceSaptized p^iionc : whatever they may 
know of divi:v. i experience of divine gracr, or 
poflefs, with reg. r] U ho!incfs«and comfort i lie com- 
mon ivith the reft of tlh world, it feems, indeed, on 
the paradoxical principle here oppofedj* that as th^ 
are dellitute of r. legal title to read the Bible ; fo they 
arc free frewn any obligation to repent, or to mortify 
their depraved iiicliaetions ; to love God, or to per-* 
form his precepts : and all this for want of ‘ the clcan- 
^fing rite !* It is kiiifbof him, however, as he will not 
allow them a legal righ^ to read their Bible^ that he 
virtually denies their being under a legal obligation 
to perform a variety of its monil precepts. 

My opponent, I remember, •on a certain occafion 
fays : ‘ Water baptifn is very well in its place 
P’^ery well! Dr. W., I prefume, forgets himfelf; or 
clfe he would fcarcely have ufed fuch feeble expref- 
fions. For, if the pofitions under C?5n?idc ration be 
juft, hardly any thing pertaining, either to a Chrif- 
tian character, or to the worftiip of God, can be well 
without it. The Jews, he tells us fropn Dr. Ford, 
owed the OH Teftament to circumcifiond But if fo, 
•what more natural than to conclude, that Chriftians 
owe the New Teftament to baptijm? Confe- 
.-•quently, an unbaptized jterfon cannot have a legal ti- 
tle to perufe, either the Evangelifts, or the Apoftles.— 
Very well in its place. Yes, and a very impor- 
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tant place it has. For that place-^ if my opponent be 
right, precedes repentance, faith, regeneration, and re- 
ligious inftruction. Nay, it precedes every legal claim 
to the Bible itfelf : fo that a pcdbijj rnult be baptized, 
before he can legally read, hi order to underftand, 
even the law of baptifm ! Whether this come under 
the notion oi ^ferewingth^ initiating rite in the vice 
^ of higotry-y or wiiether it lh.)iild be denominated, 
" the firjlhorn of abfurditiesy I le.'j.ve the reader to judge. 
—In oppofiti9n to this,hov/ever, cur author incident- 
ally drops a cheering word, when he h)ys : ^ As a fin- 
^ ner does the promife regard me ; under that cluradtcr 
‘ it addrefies me*/ Js a finner, T 'hen, certainly, 
not as a baptized {mtvev'.'Zniy if the promife 
me — addref me, under the chara<Scr cf a finner \ then, 
fiirely, 1 nuift have a legal title to read that promife, 
as it ftands in the fiicred Volume, detached from 
every idea of my having been baptized. 

Were the doctrine of my opponent, relative to this 
unpiiralleled utility of a ^ceremonial purification’ true ; 
it might, in one view, be juftly wondered, that he 
fhould exprefs his complaints ajid furpnfe in the fol- 
lowing wordr:"' How many baptized perfons are there 
‘ who arc altogetktr jtrangers to the covenants of pro- 

* mifr ? Who fook upon baptifm only as a thing of 

* cQurfe ; nothing more than the cujloin of the country f?’ 
— ] fa!d, in one view : becaufo, in another, there is 
no reafon at all to be furpiiicd. For, is it not the 
cujlom of the country, and a thing of courfc ? Nay, not- 
withftanding the impiety and profligacy of the gene- 
rality, do not our author’s principles encourage an^A- 
ienfton of tbat» cuftem ? There is not, therefore, fo 
much rcafon to wonder that the multitude Qiould con- 

* Vol. II.* i’!. + Vol. II. zao. 

fider 
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fider Dr* W.'s * cleanfmg rite’ its a thirty of courfii 
as there is that a Proteftant Diifenter, and one of the 
Congregational denominaticm, fliould either defend it 
on fuch grounds, or conne<9: it which fiich benefits ! 

Our author, I obferve, condemns thofe aflertions 
and arguments which, in his view, favour of a Phari^ 
fate fpirit It is plain from the Evangelical Hiftory, 
however, that the temper of ancient Pharifees, as dif- 
tinguiflied from other Jews, never more ftrongly dil- 
covered itfelf, than in ^Ji^ic atfachment to ceremonial 
purifications and rites which God had not commanded^ 
from the obfervance of which, doubtlefs, they had high 
cxpedlatioiis.— -Now, is there not fomething fimilar 
\p his own reprefentation of Infant fprinkling, and the 
connecSions in which it is placed by him ? For where, 
in reference to the (^hrillian CEconomy, has God 
required, either of iu^apts or of adults, any ceremonial 
parif cation at all ? Where has he faid to every perfojt 
that is baptized— nay, where has he faid toanyonr, 
fimfily as baptized j /, even I am /;<?, that pardoneth 
TVtY tranfgreffionsy and will not remember thy fins? 
Where has he faid to each baptized fubjccl; ^ / will 
^ he THY God^ THY Father^ and THY cacriafiing 
portion Where does * the CJod' con- 

Firm this ^with an oaih^mnA ratify it w'ith his feai^" 
Where, finally, does the New Tcltmnent inform us, 
that when unbaptized perfons read their Bibles, pray, 
or hear the gofpel, they do it any legal 

right F Such doctrine as that of my opponent refpect- 
ing this affair, muff have a natural tendency to pro- 
duce and promote. a genuine Pharifaic fpirit ; and to 
deceive the ig'norant, with re^rd to their ffate in the 
fight of God. * The language of -Mr* 'ru\v;;ooi>, 


when 
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wiien fpeaking of Englifib Epifcopal confirmatiart» 
here apply. ‘ Surely, unlefs [the fubje<Sl of con- 

* itrmatiofl j thinks the whole folecnnity to be a farce,—- 
he i(nufl: ftrongly conclude his foul to be in a fafe and 

^ happy Jiaie^ and that he is a partrker of that forgive- 
‘neft which God has gracioufly promifed in the gofpel 
^.ofGhrift*,^ Thus dfo Dr. Mayo, when adverting 
to things of the fame kind: ^ The above particulars 
^are likely to be, and have been often, attended 
‘ with dangerous confequences^ quieting and lulling a- 
•‘r fleep the confciencesof men on a falfe foundation f/ 
Still further to expofc the pernicious tendency of our 
author’s .doftrinc, refpeefing the character and privi- 
leg.es of every baptized perfon ; we will fuppofe that 
kifiatnous ancient, Simon Magus, immediately after 
his 'baptifm, to have adopted my opponent’s language, 
mitath mutandis^ and faid: ‘ Am I a baptized perfon ? 

‘ then, from a llate of dijiance^ I am brought near. J 

* am a Chrijlian both in name and calling, God has 
put his own name upon me. I am a member of'the 

‘ vifible church— -a vifibie member of Chrift— vifibly 
^ engrafted into Chrift - — efpoufed to Chrift — ^and ««- 
der the wing of the Divine Majefly % — Am I a 
^ baptized pcrfoyi f then I am legally entitled, not only 
^ to read tlie Bible, but alfo to gracious contents^ 

* I have a fpeciaLclaim to all the means of grace.— 
‘ Am I a baptized perfon ? then I am adopted by the 
“^heavenly Father. I am ^ fellow citizen with the 

faints^ and of the houfehold of God. The bleffings 
S ol falvation arc direAed to M£ by nam. Pardon of 

* fin and juftification, are fealed to ME. — Am I a bap^ 
Ui^d then jhc-Lord is my God, and I am 
■* ciiie ^ HIS people. To ms he fpcaks and fays; /, 

^ Diffent frm of England ftdly 175. 

Jpoiagy and SJsuldf p. aoi, iw. 


^ even 
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‘ even /, am he that bkttcth out^ ^hy tranf^rejfionsy and 
‘ will not remember thy fms, Kli. fpiritiral bleffings 
^ are fealed to M£. Nay, Jehovah fays, when addrefc 
‘ ing himfelf to jvi^j 1 will be 'i hy Cjod, thy 
‘ Father, and thy everlasting portion. Yes 
•‘Jehovah, the all- fuffic lent God, gives Kimtlf to 

• ME ; I will be thy God, fayr. he; confirms it wltil 

• an oath^ and ratifies it with^iis feal. If, then. It be 

• not a truth that /, aS a baptized perfon, am jM- 

• vileged with Jehovah being a God to»ME, it may 
‘juftly queftioned whether the fun has ever fnouc 

• upon Samaria on a fummer's day. Now, all the le 
y rights, privileges, and honours, are conveyed by a 

‘ divine deed of gift \ which is dirc8ed^ ftgned^ fealed^ 
‘and delivered to mb. — muflr, indeed, be acknow- 
‘ lodged, that my iliU to this affemblage of wbn- 
‘ derful bleflings, is not fo ftrong and fo indubitable as it 
‘ would have been, had any one baptized me while an 
‘ i^nt ; but, notwithftanding that infantile preroga- 
‘ tive, and though, on account of my being baptized 
‘ when at mature age, the gracious deed of convey- 
‘ ance have not the higheft poflible confirmation j yet 
‘ I have reafon to be quite fatisfiedTShd to rejoice in 
‘ the expefkation of eternal felicity. For, be it knoMrn* 
‘ to all, that the Infinite Scourge of happi- 

‘ NESS HAS given HIMSELF TC> ME, AND JE- 
‘ HOVAil IS MY EVERLASTING PORTION.’ — ^Such 

is the improvement which Simon Magus miglit 
have made of our author’s dodlrine ! But what 
would •our Congregational Brethren have faid, had 
I reprefented various utility^ and the high impor-* 
tance of bapfifn, in this manner ? 

Let us now fee whether my opponent, in whsK 
he fays relative to the benefits refulting from bap 
tifm, and conae£ted with it, be not inconfiftey 
7, o. 
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With hinifelf^ In one of thofe extracts juft review- 
ed, he tells us ; ^ God fpealcs to each [baptiz- 

* ed perfon^} and fays : /, even am he that blot^ 

* eth out THY tranfgrejfions^ and will not remember 

* THY fms* But, in another place, he alTures us, 
that thofe * who fuppofe a real communication of fpii i- 

* tual blelKngs conftantljrattendant on the ordinance of 
‘ baptifm, are under a hiijtake — Again: He repre- 
fents Jehovah fiying to every one that is baptized ; 

‘ r will he TH*Y God^ THY Father^ and thy everlajl^ 

* ing portion,' But he elfewhere exclaims; ‘ Alas ] 

‘ how many Ignorant and flothful [baptized] profeffors 
\muft one day take up this bitter lamentation: TH 

* harvejl is pajl^ the fummer is ended^ and WE ARE 

* NOT SAVED tP 

Though I am far from approving of Infant fprink- 
lihg, and though I cannot but rejeft it as a human 
invention ; yet the mode of defending and of rec<?^m- 
mending it, which is adopted by Dr. W., is to me much 
more offenfive than that which is prailifed by many 
others. When I perufe his Difeourfe on the Chrif- 
tlan^s Reafons Jgr Glorying in the Crofs of Chrify 1 
-approve, I am pleafed, I am edified : but, when read- 
ing his ‘ Improvqinent of Chriftian Baptifm, and par- 
* ticularly of Infant Baptifm,’ I am both difgufteJ and 
grieved. In the^ former, our crucified Lord is exalt- 
^ and prelented to view, as the only medium by which 
the bleflings of grace are communicated to perifliing 
finners. In the latter, baptism, iinder the Jewifli 
notion of a ceremonial purifiedtipny is reprefented as 
producing a wonderful change in the»relative fhte of 
a finner, and as the mean of obtaining an important 
f ^ricty of fpiritual bleffings. Yes, to adopt his own 

♦ Voi. I. iS8. t VoU II. a89, 490. 
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very lingular terms, ceremonial purification which 
is operated* by a prieft, when tinging his fingers^ 
or INTINGING even his handj to put the fubjeft into 
a Jiate of wETNESsf or to effcd a contaction be- 
tween the perfon and the element \ is the medium of 
obtaining immunities, honours, and T:)lcflings^ in rich , 
variety ! 

As the praflice of Paedobap^fm feems to have ori* 
ginated in a miftaken opinion, refpefting the neccjfity 
of baptifm tofahation f ; fo it is very feUom that any 
defender of that prai^iice fails to reprefcnt the utility 
and importance of baptifm, in a much ftronger light 
tl^n we can admit. This is the cafe with my oppo- 
nent ; which, to me, conftitutes the moft /)fFc!iiive 
part of his jintlpadolMapiifm Examined. Of Infant 
fprinkling, as a religious rite, I cordially dfipprovcy 
becaufe 1 am perfuaded it is not founded in Scripture : 
and for the finccrity of this declaration I hope to be cre- 
dicccNij' al!, except our author p But 1 deliberately de- 
tejl Dr. W.^s manner of improving the fubjedl, as in- 
imical to the honour of divine grace, and as having a 
pernicious tendency to harden the confcicjiccs of un- 
godly men. Many things of afimil»Hrind, however,* 
were produced in Pesdohaptifn Examined to which 
I will add the following. 

Thus, then, our author’s countryman, Mr. Eew- 
ELYN. ‘ *Viou. [BaptidsJ leave the helplcfs [iiifint] to 
‘ perijh^ and for no other rcafon but bccaufe he Is help- 
‘ lefs. It — nils you with rage to hear that God has 
* gracioufly provided- fou the peace of benign and mcr- 
^cifiil parents; j.iitting it in their po\ver to wafh 
‘ their infants in b;iptiliii, and place them in the falva-* 

* Vol. I. II 6. t See P.'rdobap, Exam. Vol. TI. Chap, iil; 
i The reafon of fta^ular an exception, may be feen in 
i refacc to this § VoL 1 1 . a. 1 2 6 6 x . 
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♦ f/>K &f fcfe And fecurc in his favour living or 

• dying diifiiig all their minority and incapacity to chufe 

• and'aA for thtmfelves — You are daily praying and 

* preaching to deliver the world from the great plap:ue 
^ of InfanUjalvatioi^ and earneftly ,hope for the blefled 

* time to come, when they (hall be all left in the hands 
^ of the devil^V Synod of Dort; ‘We believe 
‘ and confefs that Jefu^ Chrift — inftitiited the facra- 
« merit of baptifm — whereby we arc received into the 

♦ church of God— And hereby we have a tejiimonj 

* that he will be always our God And propiti- 
‘ ous Father t*’ — Melanchton: ‘Parvulorum 
‘ baptifmus non irritus: imo furor eft affirmare, quo 1 
‘ parvuli fine fecramentis falvl fiant Jf— Luther, 
wheiT deferibing the ufe and end of baptifm: ‘ Q^iod 
‘ in nob^s operatur remiflionem peccatorum, liberat 
‘ nos a morte et diabolo, aeternam vitam omnibus iis 
‘ largitur, qui huic verboetpromiflioni Dei credu^ §/ 
—Thus alfo Hollazius: ‘5/ baptism is applied 
‘ to usj calling grace — Illuminating grace— regenera- 
< ting grace — juftifying grace — indwelling grace— re- 
‘ newing grace— preferving and fealing grace— and 

glorifying grace*/ Conformably to which, in a devo- 
nonal addrefs to God, he fays : ‘ By means of the falu- 
tary laver have I been made, moft merciful Father F 

• a partaker of « thy covenant, a child of grace, a bro- 

► ther of Chrift,a temple of the Holy Spirit, a citizen 
’ ofthechurch,anbeirofhcaven. In every backfliding, 
in every temptation, and in the very article of death, 

' no confolatioii fliall be to mb more intimately pre- 

fent, more fwcet, or morefolid, tl\^naretncmbrancc 

> ofmybaptiim |/< — ^Ifthcfethingsdefervecommcnda- 

r * 

# PoiJfiyic of Bap> p* 65 ^, 69. \ fntDr. W. Vol. IT. 109, 
Apud LumERUM, Opera, Tom. L fol. 4^7. § Opera, 

* ^ Uieoi^ Jsroa^* p* rQ$6, io^4. 
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tion BtJDDEUs might well complain of the Baptifts^ 
becaufe « they cannot perfuade themfelves that baptifin 
‘ has the efficacy regenerating infamts */ and ScHU- 
BERTUS, with, a louder tone of difapprobation might 
juftly fay ; e .condemn the o^ij;yon of the Ana- 
‘ baptifts, that there is no virtue in taptifm to rege^ 
< ncrate infants f.’ 

I fliall now conclude my Animadverfions on Anti-^ 
peedobaptifm Examined^ by giving a fummary of 
thok peculiarities which are containecf in it, and com- 
prehend the principal grounds o£Dr. W/s argument- 
ation. On the following particulars I therefore de- 
‘ fire my reader to fix his attention. In doing of which 
be .may perhaps be able to judge, whether many of 
theVi be not, in this controverfy, ahfoluti novelties ; 
and whether the ufeW fuch data^ in defenc^ of Infant 
fprinkling, be not a ftrong pnifumption, that cither 
tine caufe itfelf is bad, or that it is handled injudici- 
otmy. 

Dr. W. maintains, then, That baptifm is not a 
merely pofitive inftitute ; but partly poll rive, and 
partly moral — That none of the Mcfaic rites were 
entirely pofitive — That, in certain cafes, local cuf- 
toms and national decency may permitted to in- 
fhience the adminiftration of a divine, pofitive kiftitute 
-=-That a wife and righteous legiflator docs no^always' 
intend to have his laws completely linderflbod and 
Qbe)^d — That the baptifmal ftatute is not determinate 

and plain, either as to mode or fubjecS That the 

baptifnS of John was one of .thofe ancient Jewifh 
wafhings, which are mentioned by Paul to the He- 
brews 5 a national purification ; and the repentance 
required,not a perfonal, but anational confeflionof firf 

^ * tbeoh DogmaU L. V. C. i. § 6, 7. i InJi'nuU rbeal. Pnl^ 
Pars lil. p. 
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—That Jefus Chrift was equally liable to ceremonial 
pollution with the Jews in common ; an‘d that, when 
baptized, he was legally purified— That Chriftian 
bgptifm is a ceremonial purification— That it waflics 
away the filth of the flefli— That it is no: a duty, but 
a benefit — That' whatever privileges belonged to the 
former Difpenfation, flow on to the prefent, if not ex-- 
prefsly repealed — That, not the law of baptifm, but 
the gofpel revelation, is the rule of oaptizing — That the 
adminifl:ration of baptifm is a diferetionary trufl*, and at 
the option of a miniflrer, equally as the fubjefts of his 
publicdifcourfes— Thatthemodeofadminiflrationmay 
be varied according to circumftances, and referred to 
the private judgment of the perfon or perfons con- 
cerned— That a revelation of divine mercy is an 
ternal covenant TOftoan — I'hat many degrees of re- 
lative holinefs now exift ; and tliat Jews, Mahome- 
tans, and Hottentots, partake of the firft degree-y 
That there are degrees of church-memberlhip, rela- 
tive to infants, even though they be not admitted to 
the l^ord’s table — I'hat the qualifications of infants 
for baptifm, as well as adults, are entirely moral ; be- 
ing no other than thofe which God, as the moral go- 
vernor and judge of the world, requires of all man- 
kind, indifcriminately> confidered as immortal and ac- 
countabh creatiir^es* — That there is no difference be- 
tween t|ve members of the Chnftian church, and 
that of the ancient Ifraelites — That the Jews, having 
forfeited their national adoption, (}ie Gentiles in ge- 
neral have fucceeded to it— That Chriftian king- 
doms are the Lord’s, in a fenfe perfi^ly finular to 
that in which the kingdom of Ifrael his— That 
unregenerate perfons are warranted to call Jehovah 
their God^ and themfelves his people — That the na- 
tional form of the Jewilh church is transferred to that 
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of the New economy — ^That the kingdom of Chrift, 
though not of this worlds comprehends whole nationS| 
as yirA— That Na^nal phorches might be fo confti- 
tuted as to fuitjlurcongregationalplan of ecdefiafti*- 
cal governniQiff^l 1^^^ Chrift ian ch urch confifts, 
in a great meafure, of infants and chili^en— That, in 
a Chriftian country, it is incumbent on every unbap- 
tized profligate and Infidel tm be baptized — That if 
the Scripture be not dbcifively exprefs againft Infant 
baptifm,. we are to conclude the Apoftles pradifed it 
—That infants have a legal right to the Lord’s fup- 
per ; and that Infant communion is merely an impro- 
priety, prudential reafons lying againft it-rThat the 
Jew|^owed their Bible to circumcifion — ^Tj(at baptifm 
ratif^s the promifes, ^nd authenticates Divine Reve- 
lation— That baptifirf ^ives a legal title to read the 
Scripture, to all the conteius of that facred Volume, 
anc^ all the means of converfion— That the obliga- 
tionro repentance, to holineft, and to obedience, re- 
fults from being baptized — ^That thofe who were bap- 
tized in their infancy, have a ftronger and more in- 
dubitable title to numerous bleflings, than thofe that 
were baptized on a perfonal profefli?h of faith— And, 
finally, That if a perfon^ as baptized^ be not privileged 
with having JEHOVAH for his God^ it may be 
jujlly quejiioned whether the sun ever^yet 
SHONE up5n Britain. 

As Dr. W, began by announcing his^ecjded opL 
.lion, and by indicating its vaft irnffiortance; fo I con- 
clude with recounting Ills new difeoveries, and with 
fliowing his (upcflativc confidence. 
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